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ABSTRACT

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR
RELATED TO STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Research has shown that principal behavior is a factor in school effectiveness. A
set o f ten variables describing principal behavior within three constructs, school
management, school environment, and instructional leadership were presented.

The

variables o f principal behavior included: resource management, personnel management,
decision-making,

communication

interpersonal

behavior,

professional

integrity,

supervision and evaluation, educational expertise, staff development, and curriculum. The
variables were drawn from traditional and contemporary effective schools literature.
The purpose o f the study was to determine if there was a difference in principals’
behavior as measured by teachers perceptions in schools characterized as more effective
and schools characterized as less effective as determined by student achievement scores.
Student achievement was the criteria for classifying schools as more effective and less
effective.
Teacher perceptions were measured on an instrument developed by the researcher,
the Principal Behavior Questionnaire (PBQ). Development o f the PBQ was presented
including pilot testing and revision procedures. Reliability and validity procedures were
also presented.

Ill
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The study included 15 schools from which data were gathered from teachers using
the PBQ.

A set o f t-tests compared mean responses between the two sets o f principals

on the variables o f principal behavior. The study controlled for socioeconomic level and
investigated moderating variables including principal sex and years o f experience o f the
principals and teachers.
Results showed there were significant differences between principals in highachieving and low-achieving schools on nine o f the ten variables.

Socioeconomic level

was found to have an effect, in that schools with the highest achievement were in the high
socioeconomic group and schools with the lowest achievement were in the low
socioeconomic group.
The most unexpected results o f the study were the consistent differences found for
female principals in low-achieving schools.

Female principals in low-achieving schools

were perceived as behaving significantly different from all other groups o f principals.
School district procedures in selection and assignment o f principals in low-achieving
schools appeared to be a factor in these schools.
These findings have implications for selection and training o f principals.

In

addition, the findings have implications for incentive programs for principals and teachers
in low-achieving schools.

IV
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The literature on effective schools has been consistent in describing
characteristics o f effective schools since it first appeared more than 20 years ago.
Brookover and Lezotte (1979), Edmonds (1979), Robinson (1983), and others
identified a common strand o f characteristics o f effective schools which included: safe
and orderly climate, high expectations, emphasis on basic skills, monitoring o f skill
attainment, and strong leadership by the principal.
Problems were identified with effective schools research (Purkey & Smith,
1983; Zirkel & Greenwood, 1987).

Researchers disputed claims that the research

leads to a scientific model for school improvement (Murphy, J., Hallinger & Mitman,
1983; Ralph & Fennessey, 1983). Another area for concern was that early research
was primarily limited to elementary schools in urban settings (Cuban, 1983; Firestone
& Herriott, 1982; Grady, Wayson, & Zirkel, 1989).

The narrowing o f school

outcomes and lack o f consistent definitions were common concerns related to effective
schools literature (Brookover, 1987; Cuban, 1983; Stedman, 1987).
Despite these concerns, there was one prominent factor identified in schools
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characterized as being effective; the behavior o f the principal. The research on the
principal’s role in effective schools showed the process that principals go through, and
lead their staffs and communities through to bring about substantive change in their
schools made the difference (Donmoyer, 1985; Hord & Hall, 1987; Sashkin, 1988;
Thacker, & Mclnemey, 1992).

There was a substantial body o f literature on

leadership, management, and organizations that described what happens in effective
schools (Manasse, 1983). It was when the school leader learns or intuits the strength
of the relationship between his/her behavior and the direction o f the school the
“magical” process took place that made one school more effective than another.
There was; however, research still lacking on specific behaviors o f the principal
that brought about this change. This lack o f research to substantiate specific principal
behaviors was partly due to the methodology employed in research on the principal.
First, descriptors o f effective principal behavior had been assessed within instruments
on effective schools as a whole.

The School Effectiveness Questionnaire, School

Assessment Survey, and Effective School Battery were examples o f such surveys
(Villanova, 1986; Wilson, 1984). Thus, the strand o f principal behavior may reflect a
very small part o f the assessment.

This type o f survey was a broad description o f

effective school characteristics rather than specific behaviors o f the principal.

The

second most common method was the case study approach (Hord & Hall, 1987).
Case study methodology gave a rich description o f a principal’s behavior, but had very
little generalizability to the population o f school principals.
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A review o f the literature indicated three major constructs defined behavior o f
the principal; school manager (Levine, 1985; McDaniel, 1984); facilitating a good
school environment (Deal & Peterson, 1990; Lambert, 1988); and instructional
leadership (Ginsberg,

1988; Keedy,

1987).

The three constructs formed a

comprehensive definition o f principal behavior found in effective schools literature.
Within the three constructs o f school manager, facilitating a good school
environment, and instructional leadership, there were 11 variables that described
principal behavior.

School management variables were resource management,

instructional organization, decision-making, and personnel management. Variables o f
facilitating

a

good

school

environment

relationships, and professional integrity.

were

communication,

interpersonal

Instructional leadership variables were

supervision and evaluation, demonstrating educational expertise, staff development,
and curriculum.
There were many descriptions o f principal behavior with no evidence o f
behaviors that were more effective than others and no evidence o f behaviors that
related to school outcomes.

The literature either overwhelmed readers with endless

minute tasks o f the principal or isolated a specific principal behavior rather than seeing
the interrelationship among a variety o f significant behaviors o f the principal. Given
the complexity o f the principal’s role and methodological concerns surrounding
research on the principal and effective schools , there was a need for additional study
in this area.
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Problem Statement
The purpose o f this study was to answer the question, “What is the difference
in principals’ behavior measured by teacher perceptions in schools characterized as
more effective and in schools characterized as less effective as determined by student
achievement scores?” It was an attempt to provide a framework for describing and
analyzing the complexity o f the role o f the principal and how that complexity was
reflected in principals’ behavior in the two types o f schools.
The study was intended to provide a composite picture o f principal behavior
according to teachers’ perceptions by comparing and contrasting

the behavior o f

principals in schools characterized as more effective and the behavior o f principals in
schools characterized as less effective. The purpose o f this approach was to
extrapolate a set o f behaviors that showed the difference in behavior between
principals in more effective schools and principals in less effective schools.

Definitions o f Variables
Independent Variables
The independent variables o f this study were principals in more effective
schools and principals in less effective schools. The two categories o f principals were
selected based on the criteria for determining more effective and less effective schools.
Principals in more effective schools. Selection o f principals in this group was
based on student achievement scores according to the following criteria. Principals
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were classified as more effective by comparing school ability scores on the Test o f
Cognitive Skills (TCS) with school achievement scores on the Comprehensive Test o f
Basic Skills, Fourth Edition (CTBS/4). The TCS produces a school ability (SA) score
that was compared to the median percentile rank for each o f three major subtests;
reading, math, and language, yielding

a positive or negative residual score.

The

second criterion was the score on the Criterion Based Assessment Program (CBAP
Test.

Schools were characterized as more effective that had: 1) scores on the

CTBS/4 that yielded positive residual scores in relationship to the TCS scores for two
consecutive years, and 2) a CBAP score that exceeded the district mean percent at or
above 80% for two consecutive years in two out o f three subjects.
Principals in less effective schools.

Selection o f principals in this group was

based on student achievement scores according to the following criteria. Schools were
characterized as less effective that had scores on the CTBS/4 that yielded negative
residual scores in relationship to the TCS scores for the same tw o year period and
CBAP scores at least five points below the district mean for two years in two out o f
three subjects.

Dependent Variables
The dependent variables were the 11 variables in the three major constructs o f
principals’ behavior o f school management, facilitating a good school environment,
and instructional leadership. In addition, the study controlled for socioeconomic level
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o f the students. Moderating variables that were investigated were principal sex and
years experience o f the principals and teachers.
Variables o f school management
Resource management. The principal in more effective schools acquires
resources above and beyond allocated resources in order to attain academic goals and
manages resources more effectively.

(Donmoyer, 1983).

The principal in less

effective schools is perceived by the teachers to be limited by organizational or
procedural constraints when special resources are needed to attain academic goals.
Instructional organization. The principal in more effective schools assigns
groups o f students and space by using instructional criteria and rationale (Bossert, et
al., 1982; Odden, 1983).

Teachers in less effective schools see the principal assign

students and space based on administrative criteria or regulations.
Decision-making.

The principal in more effective schools makes decisions

appropriate to the situation by using a variety o f strategies and including a variety o f
people (Leithwood, 1987). Teachers in less effective schools see the principal make
decisions involving the same people in the same way regardless o f the nature o f the
decision.
Personnel management.

The principal in more effective schools manages

personnel productively by making staff assignments based on an individual’s talent and
his/her contribution to the organization (Donmoyer, 1983). Teachers in less effective
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schools see the principal make staff assignments based on a formula or administrative
expediency.
Variables o f facilitating a good school environment
Communication.

The principal in more effective schools promotes and

maintains open communication by using written and oral communication to reflect the
goals o f the school (Donmoyer, 1983). Teachers in less effective schools see the
principal use communication systems for management and control with no congruency
to school goals.
Interpersonal relationships.

The principal in more effective schools is

supportive and maintains dignity in relationships with co-workers by demonstrating
respect for people in the school environment (Blase & Kirby, 1992; Bossert, et al.,
1982). Teachers in less effective schools see the principal use relationships with co
workers to expedite personal or political

motives without consideration for the

individual.
Professional integritv. The principal in more effective schools gains trust from
colleagues, subordinates, and superordinates by maintaining a consistent set o f beliefs
in the workplace (Tucker, Bray, Bouie, & Freeman, 1987). Teachers in less effective
schools see the principal being inconsistent in beliefs and do not know where the
principal stands on issues.
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Variables o f instructional leadership
Supervision and evaluation. The principal in more effective schools provides
meaningful supervision and evaluation for teachers by giving feedback to help them
grow professionally (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). Teachers in less effective schools
see the principal perform supervision and evaluation as an administrative task that does
not provide meaningful feedback to help them grow professionally.
Demonstrating educational expertise. The principal in more effective schools
demonstrates educational expertise

by

discussing, promoting, and implementing

sound educational theory related to the school’s academic goals (Lyday & Winecoff,
1984; Odden, 1983).

In less effective schools, teachers do not see the principal

demonstrating educational expertise and do not feel there is congruency between
educational theory and the school’s goals.
Staff development. The principal in more effective schools validates teachers
as professionals by initiating staff development opportunities in the building, at the
district level, and outside the school (Bossert et al., 1982; Odden, 1983).

Teachers in

less effective schools do not see the principal put a priority on providing staff
development opportunities.
Curriculum. The principal in more effective schools oversees and monitors the
curriculum by establishing curriculum committees, providing curriculum inservices,
and implementing a curriculum evaluation cycle (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Hord &
Hall, 1987). Teachers in less effective schools see the principal as an observer o f the
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curriculum process with the responsibility for the curriculum process resting with the
teachers.

Conceptual Rationale
A variety o f researchers (Sashkin, 1988; Ginsberg, 1988; Lambert, 1988; Deal
& Peterson, 1990; Barth, 1990; Steinforth, 1992)

indicated we should expect a

difference in the way a principal manages the school, facilitates a good school
environment, and provides instructional leadership in schools characterized as more
effective and in schools characterized as less effective. The principal in both more
effective schools and less effective schools is charged with the administration o f the
instructional program; however, the principal’s job is not limited to this role.
The principal’s duties include budget and finance which are not directly related
to instruction but fall under the purview o f the principal. The principal is responsible
for protecting the legal rights o f children, parents, and staff. As administrative head o f
the school, every decision and action taken in the school is under the direction or
delegation o f the principal. Principal performance in school management, facilitating a
good school environment, and instructional leadership affect the outcomes o f the
school. The 11 variables contained in the three strands o f principal behavior are:
resource

acquisition,

management,

instructional

communication,

organization,

decision-making,

interpersonal relationships,

personnel

professional integrity,

supervision and evaluation, demonstrating educational expertise, staff development,
and curriculum.
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10

It was anticipated that there would be differences in teacher perceptions o f
principal behavior for each o f the 11 variables in more effective schools and in less
effective schools. The purpose o f this study was to determine what these differences
were. The literature focused on the behavior o f principals in more effective schools
(Blase & Kirby, 1992 ; Bossert, et al, 1982; Donmoyer, 1983; Hallinger & Murphy,
1985; Hord & Hall, 1987; Leithwood, 1987; Lyday & Winecofif, 1984; Odden, 1983;
and Tucker, et al., 1987). Thus, definitions o f principal behavior in less effective
schools must be inferred from these descriptions. This led to the conclusion that the
absence o f behaviors or a difference o f behaviors as described in literature, gave a
picture o f the principal in less effective schools. Each strand o f principal behavior and
its attending variables is described below, extending the conceptual basis outlined in
the definitions section. Predicted behavior o f principals in more effective schools is
described first; predicted behavior o f principals in less effective schools is described
second to create a contrasting picture o f the two types o f principals.
School Management
School management deals with logistical and functional aspects o f the school.
Principal behavior includes activities not directly related to the supervision and
evaluation o f instruction, but are necessary for the school to exist as an organization.
The four variables that were predicted to reflect a difference in how principals behave
in more effective and less effective schools were resource acquisition, instructional
organization, decision-making, and personnel management.
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Predicted behavior o f principals in more effective schools
Resource management.

The principal in more effective schools acquires

resources above and beyond allocated resources in order to attain academic goals and
manage resources more effectively (Donmoyer, 1983). Strategies that effective
principals use to gam er extra resources include community partnerships, fund-raisers,
and grants. Effective principals capitalize on resources within the district.
Instructional organization.

The principal in more effective schools assigns

groups o f students and space by using instructional criteria and rationale (Bossert, et
al., 1982; Odden, 1983). The principal meets with grade levels or departments to
understand the needs for delivery o f instruction and defines the criteria for student
assignment and space utilization. The criteria are defensible within the framework o f
the school’s academic goals.
Decision-making.

The principal in more effective schools makes decisions

appropriate to the situation by using a variety o f strategies and including a variety o f
people

(Leithwood, 1987).

The principal understands each

situation requires a

different decision-making strategy and communicates the situation to the staff and the
strategy to be used to arrive at the decision. The principal involves staff closest to the
level where the decision is to be implemented and clearly delineates lines o f decision
making authority.
Personnel management.

The principal in more effective schools manages

personnel productively by making staff assignments based on an individual’s talent and
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his/her contribution to the organization (Donmoyer, 1983). Individual strengths o f
instructional and support staff are given consideration in assignments. The principal
looks beyond traditional staffing patterns and assignments to attain the school’s
academic goals.
Predicted behavior o f principals in less effective schools
Resource acquisition. The principal in less effective schools is perceived by the
teachers to be limited by organizational o r procedural constraints when special
resources are needed to attain academic goals. The principal is bound by allocated
budgets, denies requests for activities due to the lack o f funds, and does not seek new
resources.
Instructional organization. Teachers in less effective schools see the principal
assign

students

and

space based

on

administrative

criteria

or

regulations.

Administrative criteria include not moving teachers based on teacher seniority and
assignment o f space as a reward or punishment for teachers rather than on the needs o f
students or programs.
Decision-making. Teachers in less effective schools see the principal make
decisions involving the same people in the same way regardless o f the nature o f the
decision. The principal puts the same emphasis on routine and major decisions and
defers decisions to the same group and method. Decisions are implemented at a level
or by a group that had no involvement in arriving at the decision and thus do not yield
productive results.
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Personnel management. Teachers in less effective schools see the principal
make staff assignments

based on a formula or administrative expediency.

The

principal adopts an organizational scheme and assigns personnel to fit within the
scheme without considering the instructional program o f the school.
Facilitating a good school environment
Facilitating a good school environment deals with feelings and perceptions
about the school.

Principal behavior includes activities not directly related to

instruction but which create the ethos o f the school.

The three variables that are

predicted to reflect a difference in how principals behave in more effective and less
effective schools are communication, interpersonal relationships, and professional
integrity.
Predicted behavior o f principals in more effective schools
Communication.

The principal in more effective schools promotes and

maintains open communication by using written and oral communication to reflect the
goals o f the school (Donmoyer, 1983). Communication moves from the bottom up as
well as the top down. Horizontal communication is apparent too, but is an outcome
o f the vertical flow.

The principal uses techniques to assure understanding o f

messages and self-monitors to be sure information is congruent with school goals.
Interpersonal relationships.

The principal in more effective schools is

supportive and maintains dignity in relationships with co-workers by demonstrating
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respect for people in the school environment (Blase & Kirby, 1992; Bossert, et al.,
1982). The principal models respect for individuals by treating people respectfully in
large groups, small groups, and individual settings. The principal maintains dignity in
relationships with staff by being professional and accepting responsibility for his/her
own behavior. The principal

supports the personal and professional efforts o f co

workers by listening and offering advice or suggestions if sought.
Professional integritv. The principal in more effective schools demonstrates
professional integrity and gains trust from colleagues, subordinates, and superordinates
by maintaining a consistent set o f beliefs in the workplace (Tucker, et al., 1987).
These beliefs pertain to education, children, and the goals o f the school.

In other

words, principals “walk their talk”. The principal takes a stand on issues related to
the workplace centered around the mission and goals o f the school and is not
compromised for personal political motives.
Predicted behavior o f principals in less effective schools
Communication.

Teachers in less effective schools see the principal use

communication for management and control with no congruency to school goals. The
principal communicates primarily in a top-down fashion which inhibits horizontal
communication. The principal does not attempt to clarify messages or try to determine
whether messages are received and understood. When input is sought, teachers see it
as an administrative exercise that does not affect the outcomes o f the school.
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Professional integrity.

The principal in less effective schools does not

demonstrate professional integrity and thus does not gamer the trust o f colleagues,
subordinates, or superordinates. Teachers do not know where the principal stands on
issues.

The principal uses relationships to expedite situations without consideration

for the individual.

The principal does not accept responsibility for his/her own

behavior and thus, teachers tend to be less responsible for their own behavior.
Political or personal motives o f the principal affect what message is communicated to
different constituencies.
Instructional leadership
Instructional leadership is behavior exhibited by the principal directed
specifically at improving instruction and reflects the academic goals and mission o f the
school. The four variables o f instructional leadership that are predicted to reflect a
difference in principal behavior in more effective schools and less effective schools are
supervision and evaluation, demonstrating educational expertise, staff development,
and monitoring the curriculum.
Predicted behavior o f principals in more effective schools
Supervision and evaluation. The principal in more effective schools provides
meaningful supervision and evaluation for teachers by giving feedback to help them
grow professionally (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). The principal interprets what is
happening in the classroom and applies learning theory to the teaching episode. The
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principal provides

feedback, discusses instruction with teachers, and writes

evaluations that reflect the professional abilities o f teachers.
Educational expertise. The principal in more effective schools demonstrates
educational expertise by discussing, promoting, and implementing sound educational
theory related to the school’s academic goals. (Lyday & Winecoff 1984; Odden,
1983). The principal reads current educational journals and research and disseminates
articles and other materials that pertain to the academic goals o f the school. The
principal acts as a resource and shares materials and ideas formally and informally and
models the importance o f keeping abreast o f current educational trends.
Staff development. The principal in more effective schools validates teachers
as professionals by initiating staff development opportunities in the building, at the
district level, and outside the school

(Bossert et al., 1982; Odden, 1983).

The

principal provides release time for teachers and rewards teachers for participating in
staff development activities. The principal participates in staff development activities
with the staff and encourages teachers to present at staff development sessions. At the
district level, the principal ensures teachers in their building have opportunities to
attend staff development activities.

Attendance at out-of-district staff development

activities is encouraged by payment o f fees and providing release time.
Curriculum. The principal in more effective schools oversees and monitors the
curriculum by establishing curriculum committees, providing curriculum inservices,
and implementing a school-based curriculum evaluation cycle (Hallinger & Murphy, J.,
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1985; Hord & Hall, 1987). The principal is aware o f curriculum revisions and
developments at the district level and communicates these changes to the staff in a
timely manner. The principal is involved in inservices for new curriculum and is
familiar with the curriculum assessment cycle. The principal participates on district
curriculum committees and/or encourages teachers to participate on district curriculum
committees.
Predicted behavior o f principals in less effective schools
Supervision and evaluation. Teachers in less effective schools see the principal
perform supervision and evaluation as an administrative task that does not provide
meaningful feedback to help them grow professionally. The principal uses evaluation
procedures that do not accurately describe teacher behavior or differentiate between
levels o f instructional skills. Although teachers may receive satisfactory ratings, they
do not receive guidance or suggestions for growth.
Educational expertise.

In less effective schools, teachers do not see the

principal demonstrating educational expertise and do not feel there is congruency
between educational theory and the school’s goals.

The principal does not

demonstrate an understanding o f educational trends and ideas. The teachers do not
see the principal as a resource or go to that person for suggestions.
Staff development. Teachers in less effective schools do not see the principal
put a priority on providing staff development opportunities. The principal discourages
teachers from taking time off from the classroom and sends the message that staff

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

18

development for teachers is on their own time and at their own expense. The principal
does not solicit topics or expertise from within the staff for staff development at the
building level.

Teachers do not feel validated for participating in professional growth

activities.
Curriculum. Teachers in less effective schools see the principal as an observer
o f the curriculum process with the responsibility for the curriculum process resting
with the teachers. The principal receives and passes on information regarding
curriculum development from the district to the staff, in writing, with little chance for
discussion or interaction.

Research Questions
The primary research question was, “Is there a difference in principals’
behavior measured by teacher perceptions, in schools characterized as more effective
and in schools characterized as less effective as determined by student achievement
scores?” The question was restated for each o f the 11 variables which defined
principal

behavior in the areas o f school management, facilitating a good school

environment and instructional leadership. The research questions were;
School Management
1. Is there a difference in principals’ behavior in acquiring resources in schools
characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less effective?
2. Is there a difference in principals’ behavior in organizing for instruction in schools
characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less effective?
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3. Is there a difference in principals’ behavior in decision-making in schools
characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less effective?
4. Is there a difference in principals’ behavior in personnel management in schools
characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less effective?
School Environment
5. Is there a difference in principals’ behavior in promoting open communication in
schools characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less
effective?
6. Is there a difference in principals’ behavior in interpersonal relationships in schools
characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less effective?
7. Is there a difference in principals’ behavior in professional integrity in schools
characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less effective?
Instructional Leadership
8. Is there a difference in principals’ behavior in supervision and evaluation in schools
characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less effective?
9. Is there a difference in principals’ behavior in demonstrating educational expertise
in schools characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less
effective?
10. Is there a difference in principals’ behavior in promoting staff development in
schools characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less
effective?
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1 1. What is the difference in principals’ behavior in monitoring the curriculum in
schools characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less
effective?

Delimitations
Schools used in this study were K - 5 elementary schools in the Clark County
School District. Schools had positive or negative residual scores for two consecutive
years as measured by comparing achievement scores on the Comprehensive Test o f
Basic Skills 4th Edition (CTBS/4) and school ability scores on the Test o f Cognitive
Skills (TCS); and were five points above or below the district mean on the Criterion
Based Assessment Program (CBAP) test o f the district.

Principals in the two groups

o f schools were administrators o f the selected schools for the two-year time-frame o f
the study.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction
Defining, describing, and comparing behavior o f principals in schools
characterized as more effective or less effective was the focus o f this study. Reviews
o f effective schools research, literature on the role o f the principal in effective schools,
and literature on the changing role o f the principal supported the conceptual rationale
for the variables identified in the study.

Literature on organizational management,

organizational climate, and organizational leadership provided the framework for the
historical and organizational context for principal behavior.
The first section o f this chapter focused on effective schools research. It gave
the historical framework, citing major studies and the movement to use effective
schools research in mandating state school improvement projects in the 1980s.
Section one set the stage for the ongoing search for identifying what brings about
achievement in schools; in other words, what makes one school more effective than
another.
The second section o f this chapter identified the role o f the principal in schools
as a key factor in identifying high achieving schools. It gave a synthesis o f research
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establishing the principal’s role as primary in schools achieving their goals.

Two

models o f principal behavior were presented as a framework for variables in this study.
It also investigated the changing role o f the principal in the modem context o f
restructuring schools and new governance structures.

The focus remained on the

leadership role o f the principal o f the school.
The third section o f this chapter gave the historical framework for
organizational management theory which was paramount to the operation and
functioning o f a school. School leaders were subject to the same understandings o f
organizational theory.

Classical theorists, as well as modem organizational trends,

have been examined.
The fourth section o f this chapter provided an interpretation o f organizational
climate and its contribution to understanding the climate needs o f schools. This area
dealt with the behavior o f the principal that focused on communication, interpersonal
skills, and professional integrity of the principal.
Section five o f this chapter reviewed organizational leadership theory which
was the basis for strategies implemented by the principal to achieve goals.
Understanding leadership theory helped a principal select and implement strategies
which had the desired effect upon the organization. Conclusions were drawn in the
final section establishing the need to more clearly define principal behavior in more
effective high-achieving and less effective low-achieving schools.
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Effective Schools Research
The impetus to identify effective schools came after the Coleman Report
(1966) concluded that, “...school resources have little impact on student achievement
that is independent o f the student’s family background and socioeconomic status.”(87)
Other researchers also found social background and family experience had a stronger
effect than school factors on a student’s ability to achieve academically (Jencks, et al.,
1972). The reaction o f the general public was one o f shock and dismay, while the
education community tried to compensate for the effects o f non-school factors on
student achievement. As a result, educational expectations were lowered and
American education seemed to be on the decline. This shift toward mediocrity was
verified in the 1983 report o f the National Commission o f Excellence in Education,
which states, "...the educational foundations o f our society are presently being eroded
by a rising tide o f mediocrity that threatens our very future as a nation and a people
(BeU, 1983) ”
Meanwhile, other educators challenged the assumption that there was little the
schools could do to compensate for these effects.

There was insufficient empirical

data to support their challenge and thus began a movement to provide data focused on
the identification and analysis o f effective schools.

O f particular concern was the

identification o f schools that were unusually effective in teaching basic skills to poor
and minority children. Hence, the basic criteria for a school to be regarded as an
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effective school were;

I) the level o f student achievement must be high, and 2) the

distribution o f high achievement could not vary substantially across the major groups
(socioeconomic , racial-ethnic) o f the student population. (Lezotte, 1984).

Thus,

more effective schools were described as high achieving schools and less effective
schools were described as low achieving schools.
Differentiating between effective schools and effects o f schooling was outlined
in the 1983 article by Ralph and Fennessey.

Effective schools research uncovered

differences among schools and then investigated “maverick” or outlier schools that
succeeded beyond expectations.

Research on outlier schools followed the original

school-effects research based on the work o f researchers Coleman (1966) and Jencks
(1972).

Coleman and Jencks’ research was traditionally known as an input/output

production model. This type o f research allowed for only moderate variance among
schools. In these studies, socioeconomic and aptitude differences were controlled for
first and then school and classroom variables that affected achievement were
investigated.

From a summary o f effective schools literature, Ralph and Fennessey

(1983) were more specific in their "benchmark criteria" for effective schooling. They
investigated literature in four categories; simple case studies, comparative case studies,
outlier and survey research and literature reviews. Their criteria focused specifically on
student achievement in basic skills and measurement o f those skills. Their benchmark
criteria stated that an exemplary school demonstrated;
1)

High achievement in basic academic skills that is not narrowly curriculum
specific; i.e., basic literacy and numeracy.
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2)

A record o f high achievement over time; i.e., two testing cycles with two
groups o f children.

3)

Consistent achievement for more than a single grade.

4)

Achievement gains that are characteristic o f the whole school, not
individual classrooms.

Despite raising questions about effective schools research, it was apparent that the
emphasis on raising student achievement across socioeconomic groups was the goal.
Ronald Edmonds, a leader in effective schools research, brought new hope and
determination to urban education. Edmonds (1979) found in his research five factors
associated with effective schools.

These factors were:

strong administrative

leadership; an atmosphere that is safe and orderly; a climate of high expectation and
efficacious levels o f achievement; a commitment to pupil acquisition o f basic school
skills that takes precedence over all other school activities; and monitoring pupil
progress in relationship to instructional goals. Again in 1982, Edmonds undertook a
second landmark study to put to rest once and for all the belief that schools did not
make a difference. He concluded that the principal's leadership and attention to the
quality o f instruction created a pervasive and broadly understood instructional focus
which led to

an orderly and safe climate conducive to teaching and learning. The

principal’s behavior combined with teachers that conveyed the expectation that all
students are expected to obtain at least minimum mastery were identified as the focal
point for effective schooling. In further analysis done by Edmonds using the original
Equal Educational Opportunity survey (EEOS) data, he found the large difference
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between the effective and ineffective schools could not be attributed solely to
differences in the social class and family background, as had been asserted by
Coleman.
The study o f London schools done by Michael Rutter (1979) was an important
contribution to effective schools literature.

Achievement data for three years was

analyzed to identify pairs o f successful and less successful schools. In order to identify
positive characteristics, the researchers spent several years collecting data via
observations, inservices, and questionnaires.

Rutter’s study was unique in that it was

from another country and was not bound by socio-economic biases in the United
States.

The same characteristics that contributed to effective schooling were also

apparent in R utter’s findings. The conclusions from his study were summarized in
Appendix A.
According to Brookover and Lezotte (1979), there were three variables which
accounted for the difference in effectiveness.
instructional leaders.

First, effective schools had strong

Second, teachers in these schools were more task oriented.

Third, monitoring pupil progress through basic skills was seen as important by the
staff.
The research clearly established there was a set o f common characteristics,
constructs, or correlates embodied in effective schools research

(Brookover &

Lezotte, 1979; Edmonds, 1979; Lezotte, 1989; Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston,
& Smith, 1979). Effective school programs had a variety o f names and titles and used
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the same research base o f what made an effective school; however there was little
agreement as to how to use this information to create effective schools.
schools research was

Effective

not intended to be used as a recipe because correlates o f

effective schools and school achievement did not demonstrate a cause and effect
relationship (Clark, Lotto, & Astuto, 1984; D’Amico, 1982; and Lezotte, 1982).
Between 1966 and 1984, the large body o f research amassed in the movement
spearheaded by Ronald Edmonds and Lawrence Lezotte (Lezotte, 1989; MaceMatluck, 1987) became what is historically referred to as “effective schools research” .
Robinson (1983) stated that this cluster o f studies composed the most important body
o f educational information to be developed in the past two decades. He summarized
that the research indicated "...no single factor accounted for school success in
generating higher levels o f student achievement... exemplary pupil performance
resulted from policies, behaviors, and attitudes that together shaped the learning
environment." (p.5)

Robinson and others (Brandt, 1982; Brookover and Lezotte,

1979; Edmonds, 1979), were in agreement on the following characteristics o f effective
schools; emphasis on basic skills, monitoring student progress, high expectations for
student performance,
principal.

an orderly school climate, and strong

leadership by the

Thus, principal behavior had been a focal point for analyzing school

effectiveness for over three decades.
During the eighties, many state legislatures used research on school
effectiveness in their state improvement and accountability programs (Colorado,
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Indicators o f Quality Schools; Nevada, School Improvement Program; Connecticut,
Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire and School Effectiveness Interview).
Programs such as these attempted to improve the quality o f schools through
assessment o f effective school indicators and development o f action plans to remedy
weaknesses.
The Colorado Department o f Education's, Indicator's o f Quality Schools was
organized into 12 categories. Each o f the categories played a role in the attainment o f
quality educational programs and must be strong to preserve the quality o f an effective
school (1982). The categories were curricular congruence, assessment, leadership o f
the principal, high expectations, school-wide norms, school climate, monitoring and
feedback o f student progress,

time on task, organization and

management,

instructional effectiveness, parent and community, and accountability.

The 12 areas

were developed through a review o f literature on effective schools and leadership
studies in Colorado Schools (Appendix A ).
The Nevada School Improvement Project (1986) identified six correlates o f
effective schools that were used state-wide in schools which were involved in the
project.

The correlates were: school learning climate, instructional leadership,

expectations o f students and staff,
home-school relations.

mission and goals,

monitoring progress,

and

Between 1989 and 1995, the Nevada School Improvement

project conducted over 250 individual school projects in 16 counties.

Beginning in
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1993, schools in individual districts integrated research on school effectiveness and the
state school improvement process into local district accountability programs.
The Connecticut School Effectiveness Project collected student achievement
data and school data on the existence o f effectiveness characteristics in a school. The
School Effectiveness Questionnaire and School Effectiveness Interview

were

developed (Villanova, 1986) specifically for that purpose. The constructs identified in
the Connecticut project were safe and orderly environment, clear school mission,
instructional leadership, high expectations, opportunity to learn and time on task,
fi-equent monitoring o f student progress, home-school relations. Villanova concluded
in his study that the instruments developed were valid and reliable for collecting data
on effective schools. The descriptions for the constructs were consistent with effective
school characteristics found in classical effective schools literature.
Projects such as the Colorado Indicators o f Quality Schools, the Nevada
School Improvement Project, and the Connecticut Effective Schools project became
standard for state legislated school improvement.

After the movement toward state

mandated “effective school programs”; it became apparent the emphasis was shifting
to a holistic view o f the school.

This movement began to take into account the

school’s organizational structure and the interrelationships o f the people in schools.
This led to the movement for restructuring schools and a corresponding shift in the
role o f the principal as a participative leader in more effective high achieving schools.
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The Role of the Principal in Effective Schools
A series o f research syntheses on the principal’s role in effective schools
emerged in the early 1980s (De Bevoise, 1984; Glasman, 1984; Sweeney, 1982).
These syntheses addressed the interrelationship among numerous factors o f the
principal’s role. Using a variety o f criteria these studies concluded that there was a set
o f identifiable behaviors o f principals o f effective schools.

Effective principals

emphasized achievement, set instructional strategies, provided an orderly atmosphere,
fi'equently evaluated student progress, coordinated instructional programs and
supported teachers. Despite an inability to agree upon specific behaviors o f principals
in the research, there was an overwhelming agreement that principals do make a
difference (Sweeney, 1982; De Bevoise, 1984).

Effective principals had similar

descriptors such as evaluating student progress, establishing an orderly atmosphere,
and providing instructional leadership, but were rarely broken down into specific
behaviors. In studies where specific behaviors were identified, they were in isolation
fi"om other important functions performed by the principal.

Last was the narrow

dimension approach, where one specific behavior o f a group o f principals was
assessed; such as goal setting (Hetrick, 1989).

Studies o f this type relied on an

assessment o f an isolated behavior.
There were also problems with researchers agreeing on what constituted an
effective school.

Although student achievement was said not to reflect other
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important goals o f the school (Grady, et al., 1989; Rowan, Bossert & Dwyer, 1983), it
had most consistently been used to quantify the construct o f more effective and less
effective schools (Heck, Larsen & Marcoulides, 1990; Vincenzi & Ayer, 1985). Other
researchers, such as, Ralph and Fennessey (1983) focused specifically on student
achievement in basic skills and the measurement o f those skills as criteria for school
effectiveness.
Frechtling (1982) compared five methods for measuring school effectiveness.
H er data suggested that school level residual score analysis was the best approach to
identifying more effective and less effective schools.

Subsequent researchers had

used residual gain scores as a measure o f identifying more effective and less effective
schools (Ramey & Hillman, 1983).
Even though

numerous studies and publications between 1980 and 1992

defined principal behavior, (Blase & Kirby, 1992; Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan & Lee,
1982; Frase & Hetzel, 1990; Glasman, 1984; Murphy, J., Hallinger & Mesa, 1985),
there was a dearth o f research on the relationship between school effectiveness and
principal behaviors (Grady, et al., 1989; Zirkel & Greenwood, 1987).
Descriptions o f effective principal behavior were primarily drawn from studies
o f effective schools. Many schools were identified by using the outlier method. Less
effective principal behaviors were inferred from the opposite or absence o f
particular behavior o f the principals in these few schools.
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Thus, research to substantiate specific behaviors was still lacking.

Despite

attempts by Bossert, et al., (1982) and Murphy, J., et al., (1985) to define instructional
leadership, Ginsberg (1988) stated we are still “ ...in the infancy o f understanding what
instructional leadership means.” (281) School management was not given credence
because o f disenchantment with corporate applications (Cuban, 1992).

School

climate studies were done as a whole without delineating the principal’s role. The
multi-dimensionality o f the principal’s role was seen as too broad and too complex;
and the principal’s day was characterized as fi-agmented (Ginsberg, 1988).
The principal’s role as a strong instructional leader had been criticized in
literature defining that role.

Case study descriptions typically were used to bring

definition to the term “instructional leader” ( Donmoyer, 1983; Hord and Hall, 1987).
Converting descriptions o f individual principals into a set o f universal characteristics o f
effective principals eluded researchers because o f the “fragmented, varied and
ambiguous nature o f their [principals’] work lives” (Manasse, 1983).

Murphy and

Hallinger (1983,1985) indicated there was little generalizability o f case studies o f
effective principals to the general population o f principals. Studies also indicated that
principals who did not have direct skills in all areas provided opportunities for
individuals around them to develop leadership skills necessary to fulfill the role.
However, these teacher leaders emerged through direct intervention by the principal
( Steinforth, 1993; Blase and Kirby, 1992).
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The National Policy Board for Educational Administration in its 1993
handbook. Principals for O ur Changing Schools, identified a knowledge and skills base
for principals consisting o f 21 specific areas that were classified into three theoretical
constructs o f principal behavior: school management, school climate, and instructional
leader.

There were numerous other definitions and ways o f classifying principal

behavior; however, specific behaviors and strategies used by principals in all o f the
resources reviewed from 1979 - 1995 were classified under the headings of
management, school climate, or instructional leader. Identifying the specific behaviors,
strategies, and techniques within each category and how principals spent their time in
each area reflected the degree o f success o f individual principals. These three
constructs did not reflect the literature on principal style (Kersten and Sloan, 1987;
Rutherford, 1984), but rather defined functions every principal performs. Thus, it is
principal performance in these three constructs which determined their effectiveness
not their style or personality. These were the constructs identified in the study: school
management, school environment, and instructional leadership (Bossert, et al., 1982;
Ginsberg, 1988; Manasse, 1983).

Models of Principal Behavior
Bossert, et al. (1982) suggested a model for the interrelationship o f the
principal’s managerial function and it’s effect on instructional leadership and school
climate (Figure 2-1). This model included the situational elements; personal, district.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

34

and external characteristics which in turn affect principal management behavior which
in turn affects two basic features o f the school, climate and instructional organization.

Figure 2-1
Bossert’s Model for Principal Management Behavior
Characteristics

Effects

Personal

School Climate

Outcome

Principal
Management
Behavior

District

Student
Learning

External

Instructional
Organization

Bossert

stated,

“Aside

from

the

standard

educational

administration

admonitions that describe what a good manager should do, the research and practice
literature do not present models that describe how certain management or leadership
acts actually become translated into concrete activities which help children succeed in
school (34).

School research has not examined important interconnections among

features o f the school’s organizational milieu or explained how specific management
practices actually affect children’s schooling experiences. The literature on leadership,
authority, school climate, decision-making, resource allocation, and change and
innovation processes as well as effective instruction suggest factors that may
characterize and affect the coordination and control o f instruction within the school
(3)'
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Bossert concluded, “Effective principals create a climate conducive to learning,
emphasis on basic skills, expectation that all students can achieve, and a system for
monitoring and assessing student performance by providing coherence to their
schools’ instructional programs, conceptualizing instructional goals, setting high
academic standards, staying informed o f

policies and teachers’ problems, making

frequent classroom visits, creating incentives for learning, and maintaining student
discipline (35).”
Murphy (1983), in her Research Brief for the U.S. Department o f Education
used Bossert’s model

as a framework for principals to determine the relationship

among their leadership role, the instructional organization o f the school, and school
climate. This model allowed principals to find the structures that were best suited to
their own situations. It allowed for external factors that influenced principal behavior
which in turn affected instructional organization and school climate. The advantage o f
such a model was that research-based principles were taken into account with
situational variables.
Philip Hallinger and Joseph Murphy (1985, 1987) developed a framework for
principal behavior that used instructional leadership as the umbrella with dimensions
and functions defined underneath (Figure 2-2).

In his 1987 article, Hallinger

delineated barriers that interfered with principals performing their instructional
leadership role, but did not account for those interferences in his framework.
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Figure 2-2
Hallinger’s Model o f Instructional Leadership
Dimensions

Functions

Defines Mission

Frames Goals
Communicates Goals

Manages Curriculum and Instruction (C & I)

Knowledge o f C & I
Coordinates C & I
Supervises/Evaluates
Monitors Progress

Promotes School Climate

Sets Standards
Sets Expectations
Protects Time
Promotes Improvements

The barriers which had an effect on a principal’s ability to fulfill the
instructional leadership role were lack o f knowledge o f curriculum and instruction,
professional norms, district office expectations, and role diversity.

Unless a school

principal had additional training in curriculum and instruction neither the teacher
preparation

program

nor

the

administrative

training

program

prepared

administrator to have a working knowledge o f curriculum and instruction.

the
This

diminished a principal’s effectiveness in supervising staff in curriculum developments.
Professional norms were another barrier which placed the educational decision
making in the teacher’s domain. This decreased the principal’s initiative in consulting
with teachers about instructional matters.

If the principal lacked knowledge o f

curriculum and instruction, a norm was established whereby principals traded o ff their
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authority with teachers in classroom instructional matters for compliance by the
teachers in other areas.
The expectations placed on the principal by district administrators were the
third interference preventing principals from fiilfilling the role o f instructional leader.
These district expectations focused on managerial efficiency and political expediency.
Principals received more communication from district officials in the areas o f
community problems or management-related problems. This prevented the principal
from spending valuable time on instructional matters at the school level.
Lastly, role diversity interfered with the principal as an instructional leader.
Due to the fragmented elements o f a principal’s day, it was difficult to schedule blocks
o f time to devote to instructional issues. The principal fulfilled a variety o f roles and
expectations for students, staff parents, and central office personnel which caused
fragmentation o f the instructional goals o f the school.
While Hallinger’s model defined the functions o f the dimensions o f
instructional leadership, it did not describe comprehensive principal behaviors in the
attending areas o f school management and school climate. This framework overlooked
management strategies that are a part o f every principal’s day. Basic activities such as
decision-making and collegial activities were virtually ignored in his framework.
Climate factors such as interpersonal relationships and communication were also
lacking.
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The changing role o f the principal was reflected in recent trends in school
improvement literature which focused on restructuring schools (Schlecty, 1990; Stein
& King, 1992).

One o f the major phases o f the restructuring movement was the

decentralization o f power.

When school districts decentralized to site-based or

school-based management, the principal became the crucial player in such a move
(Bailey, 1991).

Even though such plans called for team management and shared

decision-making, the principal was still the key figure who developed and promoted
this style o f management (Erase & Melton, 1992). Bemd (1992) found the principal
determined which management practices were successful in achieving instructional
effectiveness.

The changing role o f the principal in public schools was also framed by

current management trends adapted from the business sector to education.

School

leadership was no longer perceived as "separate" from leadership in general.
Similarities in leadership skills between the private and public sector came to the
forefront in numerous books and articles.
School reform efforts focused on the leadership o f the principal since the 1983
public report, "A Nation at Risk" was released (Bell, 1983 ).

One major trend,

"participative management", stemmed from the historical core o f decentralization and
employee participation programs in the private sector.

Whether or not a school

engaged in participative management was reflected in the decision-making strategies o f
the administrator.

These changes were included in the discussions below in the areas

o f organizational management, organizational climate, and organizational leadership.
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Organizational Management
Classical organizational theorists Taylor, Fayol, Gulick, and Weber, (Shafritz
and Ott, 1987) provided the historical framework for modem applications o f
organization management theories. Without the basic historical perspectives, modem
applications lost importance in relationship to the place o f management skills in
organizational endeavors.
management movement.

Frederick Taylor was the father o f the scientific
His school o f tbrought centered around the concept that

workers could be programmed like machines.

His basic underlying philosophy was

that workers were motivated by economics, limited by physiology, and needed
constant direction.
beliefs.

Autocratic styles o f management emanated from many o f his

Efficiency studies, productivity studies, and time management studies were

prevalent in organizations which adhered to some form o f the scientific movement.
Henri Fayol worked on management theory from the management level
downward.

He took a scientific approach to administration and classified what he

termed the basic administrative functions (plan, organize, command, coordinate, and
control).

These basic functions were later expanded by Luther Gulick to seven

administrative procedures.

These procedures were characterized by the acronym,

POSDCORB; planning, organizing, staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting, and
budgeting and were still the core o f many organizational management training
programs.
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The work o f Max Weber provided the classic interpretation o f bureaucracy.
Characteristics o f his model included: a system o f rules and regulations, division o f
labor, task specialization, and hierarchy o f authority. The system o f rules covered the
rights and duties inherent in each position. It also provided continuity o f an operation
despite changes in personnel.

Rules and regulations ensured the stability o f the

organization.
Division o f labor and specialization described the distribution o f duties within
the organization.

Weber hypothesized that tasks in most organizations were too

complex to be performed by a single individual (Hoy and Miskel, 104), thus by
breaking tasks down, efficiency was increased and specialization followed. In schools,
for example, division o f labor was developed for instructional purposes by educational
level (elementary and secondary) and subject (math, science, etc).

Hierarchy o f

authority described the arrangement o f each lower office being under the control and
supervision o f a higher one. This arrangement was deemed necessary to implement
the various tasks and functions o f the organization.
This group o f theorists exemplified a school o f thought known as human
engineers and focused on the division o f labor and allocation o f power. Meanwhile,
they ignored individual needs and social interaction o f individuals and groups in the
workplace.

This lack of attention to human conditions led to the human relations

approach to management.

The human relations school o f thought was traced to the

Hawthorne Studies. These were a series o f studies done at the Hawthorne plant o f the
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Western Electric Company in Chicago in the 1920s and 30s. The original experiments
were to determine what work conditions (break times, lighting, length o f the work
day, etc.) would increase production. The unexpected outcomes o f the experiments
showed the power o f individual relationships and informal work groups in determining
the reported variations in production levels.

Thus, the purely mechanistic view o f

management changed and more emphasis was placed on employee motivation and
satisfaction (Barney and Griffin, 59-60). Attention to employees and their needs was
reflected in the increase of participation programs for employees in organizations.
Employee participation programs dated back to 1898 when representatives o f
Filene's Department Store in Boston were given control o f the employee's cafeteria
and employee-generated funds.

In the early 1900s, the Packard Piano Company

adopted a plan that was similar to the make-up o f our government.

A house o f

representatives represented workers, a senate represented foremen, and a cabinet
represented management.

Between World War I and World War II there was an

unsteady rise and fall of shop committees and other forms o f worker participation
programs.

Labor surpluses at the end o f World War II reversed the trend toward

worker participation until the early 1970s. At that time, two concerns o f American
management brought about the increase in worker participation. First, the high degree
o f employee dissatisfaction in the 1970s and 80s, and secondly, the need for
organizations to meet the demands o f shifting markets, rapid product changes, and
heightened competition. The belief rapidly spread that involving workers was a more
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effective use o f human resources and stemmed from the human relations movement.
Involvement had taken a variety o f forms including; Quality o f Work Life Programs,
Employee/Management Teams, Workplace Participation Groups, Quality Circles, and
a host o f others (NEA, 1988).
A parallel progression o f employee participation in public education was traced
from the 1940s. At the same time as the founding o f the human relations school o f
management theory, school administrators were attempting to involve faculty in the
decision-making process o f schools.

Prior to this time, schools had (like private

companies) been steeped in years o f scientific management concepts and practices.
Schools and school systems were characterized by authoritarian, formal control
systems.

They were bureaucratically organized which inhibited the professional

development o f teachers and administrators. Research on effective schools (Robinson,
1983) and the declining public confidence in education, had caused educators to give
serious thought to adapting participative management techniques that brought about
change in the private sector.
Studies in the area o f organizational management (Dachler & Wilpert, 1978;
Pasmore & Fagans, 1992)

added to the theoretical importance o f principal’s

participative management behavior.
participation in four dimensions:

Dachler & Wilpert established a framework for
democratic, socialist,

human growth

and

development, and productivity/efficiency. The four dimensions covered the historical
social value o f participation, the social economic impact o f participation, the
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development o f human potential, and effectiveness o f participation in the work place.
The democratic and socialist theories focused on societal issues, while human growth
and development and productivity/efficiency emphasized organizational and group
factors.

The authors pointed out that participation imposed through formal channels

was different from participation that originated from informal interactions among
group members.

These various contexts had implications for managers in

organizations to maximize the intended benefits o f participation.
Pasmore and Fagans in their 1992 article did an exhaustive review o f the
literature on organizational development related to participation. The following points
were included:

effective participation produced important beneficial outcomes for

individuals and organizations, participative competence was required to result in
beneficial outcomes, many individuals were not prepared to participate in such
activities, current popular programs were predicated on effective participation, and
lastly, many failures in organizational development resulted

from ineffective

participation. They developed from the literature a series o f continuums to describe
the individual’s level of participation (Figure 2-3), the organization’s receptivity to
participation (Figure 2-4) and the individual’s ego development which showed the
relationship o f various aspects o f participation within the organization.
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Figure 2-3
Continuum o f Individual Participative Acts

L o w ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ > High
Conforming
Contributing
Challenging
Collaborating
Creating
The stages defined on the continuum were conforming (simply joining and
participating in a system), contributing (helping to improve the existing system),
challenging (attempting to change the system slightly while retaining the existing
structure and distribution o f power), collaboration

(seeking to involve or support

others who share the agenda o f changing the system while retaining its essential
characteristics), and creating (the highest level participatory act o f designing the
system itself).

In addition to the individual’s level o f participation, the authors

presented a continuum o f levels o f organizational readiness for supporting authentic
participation by group members.
Figure 2-4
Continuum o f Organizational Readiness to Support Authentic Participation

L o w ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- > High
Control_________ Commitment_____ Alignment
Co-creation_____ Transcendence
The levels o f organizational readiness were defined as follows: control (closed
to any influence fi"om the bottom up), commitment (open to influence that did
challenge the essential nature o f the system or distribution o f power within it),
alignment (a negotiated state that recognized the interests and values o f both those in
power and those at lower levels), co-creation (an authentic invitation to create a
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system that was new to both those traditionally in power and those traditionally at
lower levels), and transcendence (openness to examining the relationship o f the
organization to its environment, its fundamental purpose and even its existence).
The authors described how an individual’s ego development also influenced
their ability within the organization to make a commitment to participation for the
benefit o f organizational or individual growth. The stages o f ego development ranged
from impulsive to integrated.

Individuals in the lowest stages exhibited a self-

protective image by fitting in rather than standing up for one’s own point o f view.
Members within the lower levels also tended to be conformist and were influenced by
stereotypes and clichés; winning and losing; blaming external circumstances for failure;
and demonstrating little introspection or emotional awareness; and tending to ignore
or suppress individual differences.

At the higher levels, individuals became more

conscientious; living according to one’s own standards; seeing rules as general
guidelines rather than absolute; recognizing exceptions and contingencies; engaging in
complex reasoning; being concerned with mutuality in relationships; valuing
achievement; seeing real choices; having long-term goals; and being more aware o f
oneself and the broader social context.

The highest levels led to an integrated ego

including recognizing inner conflict; respecting other’s autonomy; viewing life as a
whole; responding to abstract ideals such as equality and justice; tolerating a great deal
o f ambiguity; and reconciling inner conflicts in order to develop a consolidated sense
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o f identity. Concepts such as these were used to provide a framework for a principal’s
behavior.
The most common application in current educational literature for school
employees to

be involved in decision-making centered

around

school-based

management; also called site-based management and school-based planning (Bailey,
1991). This concept was education's response to a need for decentralization. Schoolbased management (SBM) most effectively described the participative strategy for
decision- making in public schools.

The operational definition for school-based

management was;
A system o f school governance in which the school is recognized as the
primary unit o f educational decision-making. Decisions regarding
specified aspects o f school operations, such as distributing human and
monetary resources, implementing curriculum and programs, and
selecting/assigning personnel, are made at the school site according to
site-specific needs. The site in turn is accountable for effective
utilization o f resources and the attainment o f established expectations
and results.
Clark County School District, 1992
In this process, the principal made a commitment to use a participative process,
assessed the readiness o f the staff using a checklist, and took necessary action to move
toward the participative process

(Herman, 1990).

Pasmore and Fagans (1992)
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identified a host o f mediating factors that affected the success or failure o f
participative efforts.

One major factor dealt with the attributes o f the leader

him/herself (degree o f threat, skill in use o f participative techniques, personality, and
level o f interaction with employees).

The attributes o f the leader described by

Pasmore and Fagans were factors considered in the behavior o f the principal in
managing the participation process.
Once again, the elusive quality o f leadership affected the outcome o f
successfully implementing such a process. One o f the essential acts o f leadership as
defined by Kim and Mauborgne (1992) was the ability to create an organization that
drew out the unique strengths o f every member. Thus, the leader (the principal), used
the information from the readiness survey to move individuals (using their individual
strengths) toward becoming active participants in the organization.
approaching

organizational

development

through

individual

The concept o f

development

was

supported by the belief that in order for groups to participate in organizational
decision making, individuals must have been adequately prepared to participate.
(Pasmore and Fagans, 1992).

Other mediating factors identified by Pasmore and

Fagans included; extent, relevance, importance and visibility o f participative activities;
difficulty o f issues; extent o f social pressure to participate; clarity o f goals; amount o f
information available to individuals; and the number o f levels included in the process.
Once the principal had taken these mediating factors into account, he/she was
ready to proceed with the logistics o f the SBM plan which included identification o f
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areas to be addressed (needs assessment), prioritizing concerns, forming action teams,
developing action plans, implementing activities, and re-evaluating.

There were

numerous instruments on the market to assess parts o f the school or a total school
program (McGrail, et al., 1987). The school team selected one o f these or generated
areas o f their own.

Needs assessments (formal or informal) often generated more

areas than could feasibly be addressed at one time.

A process o f prioritizing the

identified concerns was crucial to guide and focus the team's efforts. If the principal
did not have training to conduct participative groups, the school used a trained group
facilitator at this stage. After concerns were narrowed, the action teams addressed
each area. Each action team developed strategies, activities or plans to strengthen,
change, modify, or create new ways to accomplish organizational goals.

After

implementation, the status o f the organization was re-evaluated to measure the
direction and degree of change. New priorities were set and the process was repeated.
Managerial concepts such as “Management by Wandering Around” were
adapted fi*om the corporate setting and applied to the school setting (Erase & H e tze l,
1990). In this adaptation o f the popular management theory, a variety o f techniques
and tools were identified as relevant to the behavior o f the

principal.

As in the

original corporate application, the manager (principal) was visible, but had a formal
agenda o f strategies and assessment tools to fine tune the activities under his/her
purview.

The administrator determined resource allocation and made personnel
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decisions which maximized morale and production.

His/her applications o f the

management strategies were based on first-hand knowledge rather than theory.
Despite disenchantment with transferring a corporate management model to
the school environment (Cuban, 1992); there had been success in implementing
corporate management practices in the school setting (Levine, 1985). The focus on
changing management practices in schools stemmed from the failure o f mandated topdown school reforms that dominated the school reform scene from the sixties through
the eighties (Goodlad, 1983) and resulted in participative strategies o f the nineties.
Current thought by Barth (1990) indicated that school reform must take place at the
school management level and be integrated with school climate and leadership
theories.

Organizational Climate
Organizational climate studies (Schein, 1992) and school climate studies (Deal
& Peterson,

1990) provided the framework for defining principal behavior that

facilitated a

good school environment. In order to facilitate a

environment, principals o f effective

good school

schools had open communication (Donmoyer,

1983), exhibited supportive interpersonal behavior (Bossert, et al., 1982; Blase &
Kirby, 1992;

Pasmore and Fagans, 1992), and demonstrated professional integrity

(Sergiovanni, 1990; Tucker, et al., 1987).

The degree to which the principal

communicated the goals and mission o f the organization effectively had a great impact
on the direction of the school. The area o f professional integrity was treated lightly in
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earlier studies, but recent work by Sergiovanni (1990) addressed the value-added
aspects o f school administration including the importance o f professional integrity.
Organizational climate theory had its roots in the disciplines o f social and
industrial psychology rather than sociology.

It expressed the enduring quality o f

organizational life and culture. According to Deal & Terrence (1990), “The culture o f
an organization can influence its productivity, and there is reason to believe that the
same cultural dimensions that account for high performance in business account for
high achievement in schools (9).” The authors paralleled effective elements o f climate
between schools and organizations. These consisted o f a coherent ethos; importance
o f the leader as ‘hero’ or ‘heroine’; strong beliefs about the organization’s mission
(teaching and learning), role models; ceremonies, traditions, and rituals; orderly
atmosphere and accountability; and participation in decision-making.
Organizational climate was established through its culture and based on a
pattern o f basic assumptions considered by an organizational group as valid and
therefore taught to new members in the organization (Schein, 1992).

The set o f

constructs which gave value to the decisions and functions o f individuals within the
organization and o f the organization itself was defined as the climate o f the
organization by O ’Neal (1987) Deal (1990), Schein (1992), and numerous others.
Desired outcomes were achieved when there was congruence between the climate
factors and expectations o f the group members. A positive school climate produced
academic and social development o f skills, knowledge, and attitudes. Productivity was
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assessed in terms o f student achievement and job performance o f staff (O ’Neal, et al.,
1987).
One such effort on a system-wide basis was detailed by Thacker and
M clnemey (1992) in which a school district’s efforts to improve student achievement
scores focused on changing the district’s academic culture. Re-stating the mission o f
the district, re-establishing the constancy o f

purpose o f the entire district, and

renewing school improvement efforts within a climate o f trust and participation at all
levels was undertaken by the district. The authors reported significant improvement in
the criterion-based testing program o f the district along with improved parent
involvement (22).
The organizational leader’s commitment to cultural aspects which were the
cornerstones o f climate became apparent in such efforts. The climate that was created
was examined to see if the principals really wanted to “walk their talk” regarding
employee involvement.

In a broader sense, commitment to cultural norms was not

expected to produce positive results when the issues discussed were irrelevant to task
performance, when people didn’t understand the organizational context, and when the
effectiveness o f performance was beyond the control o f the employee (Dachler &
Wilpert, 1978; Pasmore & Fagans, 1992).
Robinson (1983) stated studies on teaching and learning composed the most
important body o f educational information to be developed in the past two decades.
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He believed this research was important because;
It identifies and describes school climates most conducive to the
teaching and learning process, and in doing so, it has provided a body o f
objective research that supports the traditional American belief that good
schools can and do enhance student learning through the actions they
take. (p. I)
A school climate model derived by putting all principal behaviors under the umbrella o f
organizational climate rather than instructional leadership more accurately described
the interrelationship o f the constructs o f principal behavior (Deal & Terrence, 1990;
O ’Neal, 1987).

Organizational Leadership
A variety o f leadership theories were considered for their value to provide
insight into the descriptions o f the principal’s behavior. Contingency leadership theory
expressed the contingency relationships affecting leaders which included the leader’s
motivational system, group atmosphere, task structure, and position power o f the
leader. (Hoy & Miskel, 1991). The contingency model o f leadership was based on the
work o f Fred Fiedler. It was the first major theory to propose specific contingency
relationships in the study o f leadership and had three basic postulates;
I . The leadership style was determined by the motivational system o f the
leader.
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2. Situational control was determined by group atmosphere, task structure,
and position power.
3. Group effectiveness was contingent on the leader’s style and control o f the
situation.
In this model, leadership style was defined as personality characteristics related
to the underlying needs of the leader which motivated his/her behavior in interpersonal
situations.

Leadership style was identified by use o f the least preferred co-worker

(LPC) scale developed by Fiedler and was intended to measure leader style to be either
relationship-oriented or task-oriented. There had been some controversy as to exactly
what the LPC measured and its validity (Barney & Griffin, 1992).

However, the

theory broadened perceptions o f practitioners in analyang various leadership
behaviors.
The second factor o f the theory was that o f situational control. Three factors
in any given situation enabled leaders to exert influence, thus determining the degree
o f situational control: position power o f the leader, task structure, and leader-member
relations. Position power was the power the organization conferred on the leader and
included the ability to reward and punish; task structure was the extent to which the
task had clearly specified goals, methods, and standards o f performance; and leadermember relations referred to the extent to which the leader was accepted and
respected by members o f his/her group. The importance o f these three factors was
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that the quality o f the relationships among the group was the most important factor.
The theory predicted that the leader had more control and influence when;
1. the group was supportive (relations),
2. the leader knew exactly what to do and how to do it (task structure), and
3. the organization gave the leader the means to reward and punish group
members (position power).
Matching the style o f the leader and the situation led to effectiveness o f the
organization. Fiedler described effectiveness simply as the extent to which the group
accomplished its primary task.
House’s path-goal theory was another contingency theory that attempted to
define leader behavior (Barney & Griffin, 1992). The path-goal model o f leadership
was related to the expectancy theory o f motivation. In both expectancy theory and the
path-goal theory, a subordinate attained outcomes or goals based on the value the
subordinate placed on the reward. The function o f the leader in the path-goal theory
was to make valued or desired rewards attainable in the workplace in order to
motivate subordinates to work toward the goals.

There were four kinds o f leader

behavior associated with path-goal theory.
1. Directive leadership; behavior that clarified expectations, gave specific direction,
and asked subordinates to follow rules and procedures.
2. Achievement oriented leadership; behavior that set challenging goals, sought
performance improvements, emphasized excellence, and showed confidence that
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subordinates would attain high standards.
3. Supportive leadership: behavior that was considerate, displayed concern for the
well-being o f subordinates, and created a friendly climate in the work group.
4. Participative leadership: behavior that called for consultation with subordinates
and use o f their ideas before decisions were made.
Situational factors considered in this theory were personal characteristics o f
subordinates as they accomplished work goals, demonstrated satisfaction, and reacted
to environmental pressures and demands. Personal characteristics included: personal
needs, such as needs for achievement, understanding, autonomy, and change;
personality traits, such as

locus o f control; abilities o f subordinates, such as

knowledge, skills, and aptitudes.

Environmental variables were: task structure;

degree o f formalization (rules and regulations governing subordinate behavior); and
supportive norms o f the primary work group.
Effectiveness was defined in relationship to the psychological states o f the
subordinates. A leader was effective to the extent that he/she improved subordinate
job satisfaction, increased the acceptance o f himselfrherselfi and promoted subordinate
motivation. Two general propositions o f the theory emerged:
1. Leader behavior was acceptable and satisfying to followers when they could see it
either as an immediate source o f satisfaction or as an instrument to future
satisfaction.
2. Leader behavior motivated subordinate performance when it made gratification o f

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

56

subordinated needs dependent on effective performance and it complemented the
environment o f subordinates by providing coaching, guidance, support, and rewards
that were necessary for effective performance o f the task but which may be lacking
in subordinates or their environment.
According to contingency theories, it was necessary to specify the conditions
or situational variables that moderated the relationship between leader traits or
behaviors and performance criteria.

These theories maintained that leadership

effectiveness depended upon a match between the characteristics o f the leader and
situational variables.

Thus, leaders used these theories to analyze their own

characteristics, the characteristics o f followers, and situation variables in order to
behave in ways that were most effective.
Principal behavior in interpersonal relations was related to concepts o f Blake
and M outon’s managerial grid (Barney and Griffin, 1992).

One axis o f the grid

measured concern for production (task orientation); the other axis, measured concern
for people (relationship orientation). The most recent version o f the grid was refined
by Blake and Anne Adams McCanse (771-772) and identified five management styles;
impoverished, authority-compliance, country club, middle-of-the-road, and team
management. The five types o f manager were described as follows; the impoverished
style manager exhibited minimal concern for both production and people; the
authority-compliant style manager was highly concerned about production but
exhibited little concern for people; the country club style manager had the exact
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opposite concerns from the authority compliant manager and was only concerned
about people; the middle-of-the-road style manager maintained adequate concern for
both people and production, and the team style manager exhibited maximum concern
for both people and production.
Hersey and Blanchard (Hoy and Miskel, 1991) also addressed task and
relationship orientation o f the leader in their situational leadership theory.

Hersey and

Blanchard identified four leadership styles based on two dimensions o f leadership
behavior; task and relationship behavior. Thus, a leader may be classified as having a
style high in task and low in relationship behaviors; high in task and high in
relationship behaviors; high in relationship and low in task behaviors; or low in both
relationship and task behaviors (delegating style).
The basic assumption o f their theory was that leader effectiveness depended on
the appropriate match o f leader behavior with the maturity o f the group or individual.
The other situational variables that were important were position, task, and time;
however, the critical situational variable that moderated the relationship between
leader behavior and effectiveness was the maturity o f the group.

M aturity was a

relative concept defined in relationship to a specific task.
The situation was defined by the maturity o f the group and maturity was
defined as the capacity to set high but attainable goals, the willingness and ability to
take responsibility, and the experience o f an individual or group.

Maturity and

immaturity were usually ranked on a continuum. Matching leadership style with the
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situation and maturity o f the group promoted effectiveness according to situational
leadership theory. Hence the four guiding principles o f the model;
1. When the group was very immature, a task-oriented leadership style was
most effective.
2. When the group was moderately immature, a dynamic leadership style, high
task and high relationship behavior was most effective.
3. When the group was moderately mature, a relationship-oriented leadership
style was most effective.
4. When the group was very mature, a delegating leadership style was most
effective.
If the leader accurately discerned the maturity o f his/her followers, the more effective
he/she was. The model suggested that an effective leader was flexible and knew when
to use the various styles. This implied that leadership style was not ingrained or set
with the leader.
Lopez (1987) indicated a correlation between leader behavior measured by the
Leader Behavior Descriptive Questionnaire (LBDQ) and effective school correlates
measured by the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire (CESQ). Lopez found
that 10 o f the 12 leadership behaviors measured by the LBDQ appeared to be directly
related to school effectiveness as measured by the CESQ (57). Although there was no
one theory o f principal behavior that described or defined the multidimensionality o f
the principal’s role, Lopez’s study began to address the complexity o f the principal’s
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role, leadership behaviors, and school outcomes. Lopez’s study was correlational and
was not intended to show a cause and effect relationship between principal behaviors
and school effectiveness.
Ramey & Hillman (1983) attempted to develop a causal model showing the
correlation among a series o f index scores for 25 variables o f principal behavior and
effective schools.

Although the authors succeeded in demonstrating relationships

among variables, the causal ordering model did not hold true. Rowan, et al. (1983)
cautioned using only quantitative measures to show relationships in effective schools.
The authors suggested that, “...factors such as leadership, expectations, and
effectiveness are related by a pattern o f simultaneous causation that defies simple
description...”(29). They further suggested that research designs should be consistent
with this complexity.

Using the concept o f simultaneous causation was more

consistent with human behavior and suggested an interactive model rather than direct
causation for each indicator of effective schools. Bossert’s (1982) model supported
the interactive theory by demonstrating the interaction among principals’ management
behavior, school environment, and instructional leadership.
Successful leadership practices identified by Waterman and Peters (1982) had
played a role in contemporary educational leadership literature.

The authors’ eight

principles o f excellence attributed to excellent, innovative organizations described in
their book had been generalized to all organizations including schools. Certainly many
o f the principles were founded on solid leadership theory and have had an effect on
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perceptions o f strong leadership in all types o f organizations.

The principles o f

excellence were;
1. A bias for action: excellent organizations had an action orientation that when they
were faced with a problem, attacked it.
2. Close to the client: excellent organizations learned from the people they served,
they paid attention to the people they served by listening intently and regularly.
3. Autonomy and entrepreneurship: excellent organizations gave freedom and
authority to their sub-units; they encouraged risk-taking; there was a belief that
every person in the organization added creatively to the enterprise.
4. Productivity through people: excellent organizations respected the individual and
showed courtesy; there was an expectation for every person to contribute to the
organization in a positive way.
5. Hands-on, value drive: excellent organizations had a rigid set o f beliefs in core
values that were transmitted by the actions o f the leader.
6. Simple form, lean staff: excellent organizations did away with unnecessary layers
o f staff; they had a more “flat” structure instead o f a “tall” structure.
7. Stick to the knitting: excellent organizations kept to the business they knew;
innovation and growth was encouraged without being “spread too thin” .
8. Loose-tight organization: excellent organizations had simultaneous decentralization
and centralization; contributions were made locally while adhering to rigid beliefs on
the basic values.
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Clearly the concepts of Peters and Waterman came at a time when school
improvement programs based on school effectiveness research were also prominent in
literature.
More recent concepts on the improvement o f quality came from the prominent
author, W. Edwards Deming (1986,1993). While Deming’s work began in the fifties
in Japan, it did not become accepted in this country until recently. The focus o f his
w ork was on the total quality management approach and was based on 14 points. The
14 points were: create constancy o f purpose; adopt the new philosophy to cease
dependence on mass inspection to achieve quality, but build quality into the product in
the first place; end the practice o f awarding business on low bid; improve constantly
the system o f production and service by adopting a 'systems’ approach; institute
training on the job; institute leadership; drive out fear; break down barriers between
departments; eliminate slogans and exhortations; eliminate quotas and substitute
leadership; eliminate management by objective and substitute leadership; remove
barriers that thwart pride in workmanship; institute a program o f education and selfimprovement; and put everyone in the company to work to accomplish the
transformation—the transformation is everybody’s job.
While Deming’s points were directed at production companies, the concepts
had been embraced by the service industries as well.

The total quality management

approach had become apparent in educational literature (Schmoker & Wilson, 1993)
and in educational practice (Clark County School District, 1992, 1996).
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Conclusions
Defining, describing, and comparing behavior o f principals in schools
characterized as more effective or less effective was the focus o f this study. The first
section o f this chapter focused on effective schools research and gave the historical
fi-amework.

The literature related to research on school effectiveness supported

researchers’ claims that schools do make a difference (Brookover & Lezotte, 1979;
Edmonds, 1982; Rutter, et al., 1979).
Section two identified the role o f the principal in schools as a key factor in high
achieving schools and the changing role o f the principal.

It gave a synthesis o f

research on the principal’s role and presented two models o f principal behavior as a
framework for variables in this study.

The changing role o f the principal in a modem

context o f restructuring schools and participative management were investigated.

The

importance o f the role of the principal (DeBevoise, 1984; Glasman, 1984; Sweeney,
1982) was supported by the literature.

In addition, models o f principal behavior

(Bossert, et al., 1982; Hallinger & Murphy, 1987) emerged as significant factors in
understanding the complexity o f the principal’s role. The literature on the changing
role o f the principal (Bailey, 1991; Erase & Melton, 1992; Schlecty, 1990) provided
an understanding o f recent developments in school research.
The third section gave the historical framework for organizational management
theory. Classical theorists, as well as modem organizational trends, were examined.
The organizational context ((Shafritz and Ott, 1987; Dachler & Wilpert, 1978;
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Pasmore & Fagans, 1992; Frase & Hetzel , 1990, 1992) supported the relationship
between organizational factors and school factors.

Organizational management

literature supported school-level applications as found by Frase & Hetzel (1990), and
Levine (1985).
Section four reviewed organizational climate
understanding the climate needs o f schools.

and

its contribution

to

Organizational climate literature

provided a significant fi’ame o f reference for facilitating a good school environment
(Deal & Peterson, 1990; Sergiovanni, 1990; Schein, 1992).
Lastly, section five reviewed organizational leadership theory. Organizational
leadership theories substantiated principal leadership behavior in the school setting
(Hoy and Miskel, 1991; Likert, 1967; Lopez, 1987; Peters & Waterman, 1982;
Deming, 1986).
Although the importance o f the role o f the principal

in organizational and

historical context was evident in the literature; studies were ostensibly lacking in
differentiating between principal behavior in schools characterized as more effective
and principal behavior in schools characterized as less effective.

Chapter three

addresses the need to more clearly define and describe principal behavior in the two
types o f schools.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The purpose o f this study was to answer the question, “Is there a difference in
principals’ behavior measured by teacher perceptions, in schools characterized as more
effective high achieving and in schools characterized as less effective low achieving as
determined by student achievement scores?” The study compared principal behavior
in school management, facilitating a good school environment, and instructional
leadership, between two groups o f principals based on teacher perceptions as
measured on the Principal Behavior Questionnaire (PBQ).

The PBQ is found in

Appendix B. The original 11 variables and the three constructs used in the pilot study
are depicted in Figure 3-1.
Figure 3-1
Variables of Principal Behavior in Pilot Study
School Management

School Environment

Instructional Leadership

Resource Management

Communication

Supervision /Evaluation

Instructional Organization

Interpersonal Behavior

Educational Expertise

Decision-making

Professional Integrity

Staff Development

Personnel Management

Curriculum
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Selection o f Subjects
Principals were selected from K-5 elementary principals in the Clark County
School District. The selection was based on student achievement scores according to
the criteria for norm-referenced test scores on the Test o f Cognitive Skills (TCS), the
Comprehensive Test o f Basic Skills, Fourth Edition (CTBS/4), and criterion
referenced test scores on the Criterion Based Assessment Program (CBAP).

TCS /CTBS/4 Criteria
Schools were classified as more effective high-achieving schools by comparing
school ability scores on the Test of Cognitive Skills (TCS) with school achievement
scores on the Comprehensive Test o f Basic Skills, Fourth Edition (CTBS/4).

The

TCS produced a school ability (SA) score that was compared to the median percentile
rank for each o f three major subtests; reading, math, and language, yielding a positive
or negative residual score. Schools that were characterized as more effective highachieving schools had scores on the CTBS/4 that yielded positive residual scores o f
five or more points in relationship to the TCS scores for two consecutive years in two
out o f the three subtests.
Schools that were characterized as less effective low-achieving schools had
scores on the CTBS/4 that yielded negative residual scores o f five or more points in
relationship to the TCS scores for the same two year period in two out o f three
subjects.
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CBAP Criteria
The Criterion Based Assessment Program (CBAP) consisted o f criterion-based
tests for grades 1-5 in Reading, Language, and Mathematics.

The tests are

administered annually in each grade level. The same schools and grade level groups
identified using the TCS/CTBS/4 criteria were compared on the CBAP for final
selection.
Schools characterized as more effective high-achieving schools had scores o f
five points or more that exceeded the district mean percent o f students who achieved
at or above 80% for two consecutive years in two out o f the three subjects. Schools
characterized as less effective low-achieving schools had scores five or more points
below the district mean percent o f students who achieved at the 80% level for two
consecutive years in two out o f the three subjects with at least one subject being ten
points below.
Schools were selected from a total o f 64 kindergarten through fifth grade
elementary schools in Clark County.

Schools that met both achievement selection

criteria for either more effective high-achieving or less effective low-achieving schools
formed the two groups from which schools were selected for the final study. O f this
group 14 schools met both criteria for high-achieving schools, and ten schools met
both criteria for low-achieving schools.
some attrition in the group.

During the course o f the study there was

O f the schools identified, 15 participated in the final

study. Attrition was based on change of principal assignment during the course o f the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

67

study and since participation was voluntary; some o f the school principals elected not
to participate. There were nine schools in the high-achieving group which participated
in the final study and there were six schools in the low-achieving group which
participated in the final study for a total o f 15 schools. Principals in the two groups o f
schools had been administrators o f the 15 selected schools for the two-year time frame
o f the study.
Schools that met both criteria for either more effective high-achieving schools
or less effective low-achieving schools were ranked according to a socioeconomic
rating based on the percentage o f low income families in the school (i.e. students on
free and reduced lunch). Data for socioeconomic levels were collected both by actual
percent and in three categories, high, middle, and, low.
Instrumentation
Development o f the Questionnaire
The Principal Behavior Questionnaire (PBQ) administered to teachers was
developed by the researcher from descriptions o f principal behavior documented in the
effective schools research in the areas o f school management, facilitating a good
environment, and instructional leadership.

No one questionnaire reviewed by the

researcher satisfied all the areas to be studied, so items were drawn from a variety o f
instruments on principal behavior (Appendix C). Each instrument was reviewed so
that items selected matched the three broad constructs and their attending eleven
variables.

All items were rewritten so they could be responded to on a five-point
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Likert scale used in the questionnaire (Almost always. Usually, Sometimes, Seldom,
Almost never). The initial pool o f items consisted o f 124 questions, broken down
into the 11 variables. The final questionnaire consisted o f 45 questions broken down
into ten variables.

Validitv and Reliabilitv
Construct Validity
Construct validity for the questionnaire was first conducted by a panel o f 14
teachers. Figure 3-2 depicts the make-up o f the teacher panel.
Figure 3-2
Make-up o f Teacher Panel
Teaching assignments

Years experience

Ethnicity
Caucasian ( 1)
Asian (1)

Male

(2)*

Primary classroom (2)

2 (1) 16 (1)

Female

10

Primary (8)
Kindergarten (1)
Special Education (1)

20+ (2)
10-15(5)
2-9(3)

Caucasian (6)
Asian (1)
Black (1)
O th er(2)
* Numerals in parenthesis represent the number o f teachers in each group
The teachers reviewed the items for clarity and relevance from a teacher’s

perspective. Items that had unanimous agreement in clarity and relevance were kept.
Items were also rewritten or deleted based on teacher input.
The original 124 items were reduced to a revised set o f 113 questions which
were reviewed by a panel o f five principals. The panel o f five principals consisted o f
four female and one male principal. They had experience ranging from 10 to 20 years.
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One o f the principals was o f Hispanic origin and the remainder were Caucasian. All
five were identified by district central office administrators as effective principals who
had experience in a variety o f school situations.
The principals reviewed sets o f proposed questions in each variable category
and were asked to respond if each item, in their opinion, measured what it purported
to measure; and if each item described important principal behavior.
reviewed for clarity and relevance o f each item.

They also

The final questionnaire contained

statements for each variable randomly dispersed throughout the instrument.
Pilot Studv
A pilot study was conducted with two schools using the revised questionnaire.
The purpose o f the pilot was to further refine the questionnaire. The principals o f the
two schools agreed to voluntarily participate in this phase o f the study. According to
the established criteria. School A was classified as high-achieving, low socioeconomic
status; and School B was classified as low-achieving, low socioeconomic status. The
questionnaire was in booklet form so the teacher demographic data was included on
the cover page (refer to Appendix D ). The principal o f each pilot school filled out a
principal demographic data sheet which was used with principals in the final study
(Appendix D).
The Principal Behavior Questionnaire was mailed to teachers at both schools
with a letter explaining the project (Appendix E), and a self-addressed stamped return
envelope. The mailing was done when teachers were out o f school for the summer;
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therefore, the questionnaires were mailed to each teacher’s home address.

There

were 28 questionnaires mailed to teachers at School A and 42 questionnaires mailed
to teachers at School B.

Nine questionnaires were returned from School A for a

return rate o f 32 percent.

Sixteen questionnaires were returned from School B for a

return rate o f 38 percent.

A total o f 70 questionnaires were mailed out, 25 were

returned for a combined return rate o f 36 percent.
Data from the two pilot schools were compiled using SPSS/PC+ (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences). The following statistical procedures were used in
analyzing data from the pilot schools. A frequency distribution o f the five response
categories was compiled for each o f the 47 items to determine distribution o f the
responses. A reliability coefficient using the Cronbach Alpha was established for each
o f the 47 items. A composite mean score was computed for each o f the 11 variables.
A reliability coefficient was also calculated for each o f these variables.
Based on this analysis, the following revisions were made in the questionnaire.
Two questions were eliminated from the questionnaire. Both o f these items were in
the instructional organization variable, which eliminated that variable in the final study.
The remaining item from instructional organization correlated highly with resource
management and was reclassified in that variable.

Twelve items were rewritten to

make them more clear based on teacher input and the reliability coefficients.

The

numbering o f the items in the final questionnaire changed due to the elimination o f the
two items. The final study addressed 10 variables instead o f 11 (Figure 3-3).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

71

Figure 3-3
Revised Variables o f Principal Behavior

School Management

School Environment

Instructional Leadership

Resource Management

Communication

Supervision /Evaluation

Personnel Management

Interpersonal Behavior

Educational Expertise

Decision-making

Professional Integrity

Staff Development
Curriculum

The final questionnaire consisted o f ten variables o f principal behavior
grouped into the three constructs measured by the Principal Behavior Questionnaire.
Table 3-1 shows the relationship between the items and the variables intended by the
researcher.
Reliabilitv
The alpha reliability estimates from 0.80 - 0.93 are reported in Table 3-2 for
the final study on the ten variables. In addition to the reliability estimates, each o f the
three major constructs was correlated with its attending variables and showed high
correlations o f .75 - .96.
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Table 3-1
Item to Variable Specification

Variable

Number o f items

Items

School Management
Resource Management

5

1,6, 14, 17,21

Personnel Management

3

22, 26, 37

Decision-making

6

2, 9, 19, 2 7 ,3 5 ,4 2

School Environment
Communication

5

23, 25, 28, 33, 39

Interpersonal Behavior

4

8, 18, 32, 36

Professional Integrity

4

13,16, 29, 34

Instructional Leadership
Supervision and Evaluation

4

3, 7, 20, 40

Educational Expertise

5

5, 15, 2 4 ,3 1 ,3 8

Staff Development

5

4, 10, 12,41, 45

Curriculum

4

11,30, 4 3 ,4 4
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Table 3-2
Reliability Estimates o f Variables o f Principal
Behavior Questionnaire (PBQ)

Number o f Items

Variable

Cronbach Alpha

School Management
5
3
6

Resource Management
Personnel Management
Decision-making

0.80
0.87
0.87

School Environment
Communication
Interpersonal behavior
Professional Integrity

5
4
4

0.87
0.93
0.87

Instructional Leadership
Supervision and Evaluation
Educational Expertise
Staff Development
Curriculum

4
5
5
4

0.88
0.87
0.85
0.86

Procedures for the Final Study
The final questionnaire was administered to the teachers in the 15 identified
schools.

The principal o f each school gave permission for his/her staff to participate.

Each teacher received an explanatory letter and the questionnaire (PBQ) was
distributed at the school site. Teachers placed the completed questionnaire in a selfaddressed stamped envelope to be returned to the researcher. The completed
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questionnaire was neither collected nor handled by school personnel assuring the
confidentiality of the responses.

Only one set school identification numbers was

produced for the purpose o f data entry and analysis. Individual school reports can also
be compiled and supplied to principals upon request.
There were 207 questionnaires distributed in six low-achieving schools, o f
which 120 were returned for a rate o f 55 percent.

There were 317 questionnaires

distributed in nine high-achieving schools, o f which 219 were returned for a rate o f 69
percent.

A total o f 524 questionnaires were distributed to teachers and 339 were

returned for a total return rate o f 65 percent.

Preparation o f the Data for Analvsis
Each school was compiled as a separate data set in order to provide a school
profile o f the variables.

For each school, a mean score was computed for each o f the

ten variables (resource management,
communication, interpersonal behavior,

personnel management,
professional

integrity,

decision-making,
supervision

and

evaluation, educational expertise, staff development, and curriculum) and each o f the
three constructs (School Management, School Environment, and Instructional
Leadership).
Data Analvsis
The primary analysis compared the principals in high-achieving and lowachieving schools on the ten variables to answer the question “Is there a difference in
principals’ behavior measured by teacher perceptions in schools characterized as more
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effective high-achieving and in schools characterized as less effective low-achieving as
determined by student achievement scores?”

The analysis was based on principal

behavior as described in effective schools research and compared the mean scores on
the behavior variables of the two sets o f principals. A t-test was used to see if there
was a significant difference between the mean responses o f the teachers on the two
sets o f principals. The t-test analysis consisted o f a set o f ten tests, one for each o f the
variables. Additional tests were conducted for principal sex and socioeconomic levels
in relationship to school achievement.

Other variables identified which affected the

outcomes were years o f experience for the principals and years o f experience for the
teachers.

The data for all o f these variables were compiled and the results o f these

analyses are presented in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The results o f the data analyses are presented in this chapter. The first section
describes the study sample. The second section presents the findings related to the
research questions. The third section investigates other variables and their relationships
to school achievement. The chapter concludes with a summary o f the findings.
The Sample
The sample consisted of 339 teachers from 15 schools.

Nine schools met the

criteria on the Comprehensive Test o f Basic Skills and the Criterion Based Assessment
Program for two consecutive years and were classified more effective high-achieving
schools.

Six schools did not meet the criteria on the two assessments and were

classified less effective low-achieving schools for a total o f 15 schools.

A

demographic descriptive analysis o f the group o f principals can be found in Tables 4-1
and 4-2. A similar descriptive analysis o f the group of teachers can be found in Tables
4-3 and 4-4.
Description o f the Principals
The final selection consisting o f the 15 schools contained seven male principals
and eight female principals distributed between high-achieving and low-achieving
schools. The principals of the 15 schools had a range o f years experience from four
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years to 27 years with an average o f almost 14 total years experience as a principal.
Table 4-1
Principals by High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
High
Achv.
4

Low
Achv.
3

Total
Principals
7

Female

5

3

8

Total

9

6

15

Male

The range o f experience as a principal in the district was from three years to 27
years with an average o f ten years. The years experience in the principals’ current
school assignment ranged from three years to nine years with an average o f a little
over five years.
Tabic 4-2
Principals’ Years Experience by High-Achieving
and Low-Achieving Schools
Total Years as
Principal

Years
Principal
District

High

17.0

10.6

6.1

Low-

10.5

9.8

4.5

13.8

10.3

5.3

Mean

as
in

Years as
Principal in
School

Description of the Teachers
There were 339 total teachers in the final analysis.

There were 120 total

teachers in the low-achieving schools and 219 in the high-achieving schools.

Thirty-
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two teachers were male and 307 were female.

The teachers o f the 15 schools had a

range o f years experience from one year to 39 years with an average o f 12 total years
experience as a teacher.
Tabic 4-3
Teachers by High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
High

Low

Total

18

14

32

Female

201

106

307

Total

219

120

339

Male

The range o f experience as a teacher in the district was from one year to 36
years with an average o f eight years. The teachers’ years experience in the current
school assignment ranged from one year to 27 years with an average o f under five
years.
Table 4-4
Teachers’ Years Experience by High-Achieving
and Low-Achieving Schools
Total Years as
Teacher

Years as
Teacher in
District

Years as Teacher
in School

High

12.6

10.0

5.5

Low

11.9

6.7

3.7

12.2

8.3

4.6

Mean

The analysis that follows looked at the teacher perceptions in all fifteen schools
for each of the research variables and subgroup comparisons.
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Research Questions
The primary research question was, “Is there a difference in principals’
behavior as measured by teacher perceptions, in schools characterized as more
effective and in schools characterized as less effective as determined by student
achievement scores?” The question is restated for each o f the ten variables which
define

principal

behavior in the areas of school management, facilitating a good

school environment and instructional leadership. The research questions are:
School Management
1. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in managing
resources in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-achieving
schools?
2. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in managing
personnel in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-achieving
schools?
3. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in decision-making
in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-achieving schools?
School Environment
4. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in communication
in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-achieving schools?
5. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in interpersonal
relationships in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-
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achieving schools?
6. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in professional
integrity in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-achieving
schools?
Instructional Leadership
7. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in supervision and
evaluation in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective lowachieving schools?
8. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in demonstrating
educational expertise in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective
low-achieving schools?
9. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in staff
development in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective lowachieving schools?
10. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in monitoring
curriculum in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective lowachieving schools.
Statistical Analyses

Analvsis o f Research Questions
A series o f t-tests was conducted comparing the means for high-achieving and
low-achieving schools for each o f the ten variables o f principal behavior. The results
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are presented separately for each question. However, t-tests with an N as large as 339
may be susceptible to Type I error and produce over-sensitive results.

In order to

check for this possibility, a random sample with an N o f 45 in each group was also
used and can be found in Appendix E. The results o f the sample supported the results
that there was a difference between the two groups o f principals.

The level o f

significance was set at .05. Each question is presented and analyzed below.
1. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in managing
resources in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-achieving
schools?
There was a significant difference in teacher perceptions o f principals’
management o f resources between high-achieving and low-achieving schools as shown
in Table 4-5.

Managing resources included budget, instructional materials, and

allocating space.
Tabic 4-5
Teacher Perceptions o f Principal Behavior o f Resource Management in
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Groups

N

Mean *

SD

High Achieving

218

22.12

2.9

t

df

Prob.>t

.005
2.82
171
Low Achieving
117
20.85
4.4
* Mean for Resource Management is based on a range o f possible scores from 5 - 2 5 and a range of
actual scores from 17.64 - 23.82.

2. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in managing
personnel in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-achieving
schools?
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There was a significant difference in teacher perceptions o f principals’
management o f personnel between high-achieving and low-achieving schools as shown
in Table 4-6.

Personnel management dealt with equity and objectivity in assigning

personnel.
Table 4-6
Teacher Perceptions o f Principal Behavior in Personnel Management by
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Groups

N

Mean *

SD

High Achieving

216

13.00

3.1

t

df

Prob.>t

2.50
.013
174
116
12.19
2.1
Low Achieving
* Mean for Personnel Management is based on a range of possible scores from 3 - 1 5 and a range of
actual scores from 8.92-13.96.

3. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in decision-making
in more effective high-achievnng schools and less effective low-achieving schools?
There was a significant difference in teacher perceptions o f principals’ behavior
in decision-making between high-achieving and low-achieving schools as shown in
Table 4-7. Decision-making included the quality o f the decision and who was involved
in making decisions.
. Tabic 4-7
Teacher Perceptions o f Principal Behavior in Decision-making
by High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Groups

N

Mean *

SD

High Achieving

212

25.58

4.4

t

df

Prob.>t

.008
2.69
185
23.87
Low Achieving
116
6.0
* Mean for Decision-making is based on a range of possible scores from 6-30 and a range o f actual
scores from 17.38 - 27.68.

4. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions of principal behavior in communication
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in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-achieving schools?
There was a significant difference in teacher perceptions o f principals’
communication behavior between high-achieving and low-achieving schools as shown
in Table 4-8. The variable o f Communication included the content, quality, and clarity
o f the communication.
Table 4-8
Teacher Perceptions o f Principal Behavior in Communication
by High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools

Groups

N

Mean *

SD

High Achieving

216

21.88

3.4

t

df

Prob.>t

2.16
196
.032
118
4.3
20.88
Low Achieving
* Mean for Communication is based on a range o f possible scores from 5 - 2 5 and a range o f actual
scores from 16.29 - 23.66.

5. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in interpersonal
behavior in more effective high-achieving schools and less-effective low-achieving
schools?
There was a significant difference in teacher perceptions of principals’
interpersonal behavior between high-achieving and low-achieving schools as shown in
Table 4-9.
principal.

Interpersonal behavior included respectful interactions modeled by the
It was demonstrated through treating teachers with respect and being

available to teachers for their personal, as well as professional needs.
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Table 4-9
Teacher Perceptions of Principal Behavior in Interpersonal Behavior by
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Groups

N

Mean *

SD

High Achieving

213

17.17

3.6

t

df

Prob.>t

3.57
.000
207
4.4
119
15.48
Low Achieving
* Mean for Interpersonal Behavior is based on a range o f possible scores from 4 - 2 0 and a range of
actual scores from 10.57 - 19.00.

6. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in professional
integrity in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-achieving
schools?
There was a significant difference in teacher perceptions o f principals’
professional integrity between high-achieving and low-achieving schools as shown in
Table 4-10.

Professional integrity was the principal’s demonstrated commitment to

school and district goals.
Tabic 4-10
Teacher Perceptions o f Principal Behavior in Professional Integrity by
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Groups

N

Mean *

SD

High Achieving

215

18.41

2.5

t

df

Prob.>t

3.25
.001
192
119
17.28
3.3
Low Achieving
* Mean for Professional Integrity is based on a range o f possible scores from 4 -20 and a range o f
actual scores from 14.21 - 19.57.

7. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in supervision and
evaluation in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective low-achieving
schools?
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There was not a significant difference in teacher perceptions o f principals’
behavior in supervision and evaluation between high-achieving and low-achieving
schools as shown in Table 4-11. Supervision and evaluation included activities directly
related to monitoring instruction through supervision o f staff.
Table 4 - II
Teacher Perceptions o f Principal Beha\ior in Supervision and Evaluation by
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Groups

N

Mean *

SD

High Achieving

210

17.10

3.4

t

df

Prob.>t

320
.071
I.8I
112
16.38
3.6
Low Achieving
* Mean for Supervision and Evaluation is based on a range o f possible scores from 4 - 20 and a range
o f actual scores from 13.31 -18.65.

8. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in demonstrating
educational expertise in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective
low-achieving schools?
There was a significant difference in teacher perceptions o f principals’
educational expertise between high-achieving and low-achieving schools as shown in
Table 4-12. Educational expertise included demonstrating professional knowledge and
sharing professional information with staff.
Tabic 4-12
Teacher Perceptions of Principal Behavior in Educational Expertise by
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Groups

N

Mean *

SD

High Achieving

216

22.19

3.2

t

df

Prob.>t

179
2.84
005
4.4
115
20.89
Low Achieving
* Mean for Educational Expertise is based on a range o f possible scores from 5 - 2 5 and a range o f
actual scores from 17.58 - 23.61.
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9. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in staff
development in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective lowachieving schools?
There was a significant difference in teacher perceptions o f principals’
implementation o f staff development between high-achieving and low-achieving
schools as shown in Table 4-13. Staff development included a principal’s provision
for professional development opportunities.
Table 4-13
Teacher Perceptions o f Principal Behavior in Staff Development by
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Groups

N

Mean *

SD

High Achieving

217

22.46

2.7

Low Achieving

118

21.31

4.3

t

df

Prob.>t

2.65

168

.009

scores from 17.14 - 23.55.

10. Is there a difference in teacher perceptions o f principal behavior in monitoring
curriculum in more effective high-achieving schools and less effective lowachieving schools?
There was a significant difference in teacher perceptions o f principals’
curriculum monitoring between high-achieving and low-achieving schools as shown in
Table 4-14. Monitoring of curriculum meant a principal ensured curriculum alignment
and monitored teachers’ use o f the curriculum. Principals’ participated actively in the
selection o f curriculum materials and provided support in using the materials.
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Tabic 4-14
Teacher Perceptions of Principal Behavior in Curriculum by
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Groups

N

Mean *

SD

High Achieving

212

17.51

2.7

t

df

Prob.>t

2.70
188
.008
114
16.51
3.5
Low Achieving
* Mean for Curriculum is based on a range o f possible scores from 4 - 2 0 and a range o f actual scores
from 14.38 - 18.52.

Summary o f Analysis o f Research Questions
O f the ten variables o f principal behavior, nine had differences at the .05 level
o f significance between high-achieving and low-achieving schools. The nine variables
were,

resource

management,

personnel

management,

decision-making,

communication, interpersonal behavior, professional integrity, educational expertise,
staff development, and curriculum. The variable which did not reflect a significant
difference in principals’ behavior between high-achieving and low-achieving schools
was supervision and evaluation.
Analysis bv Achievement Groups
The 15 schools were made up o f the two achievement groups.

The t-test for

all 15 schools showed that there was a difference in principal behavior. In the tables
that follow, the comparison o f the two achievement groups was done by looking at the
ten variables in each o f the three constructs o f principal behavior; school management,
school environment, and instructional leadership.
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School management consisted o f the variables o f resource management,
personnel management, and

decision-making.

Variables in this construct were

considered necessary for the school to function as an organization, but were not
directly related to the instructional program. The comparison indicated there was a
difference greater than would be expected in all three variables at the .05 level o f
significance.
School environment consisted o f the variables o f communication, interpersonal
behavior, and professional integrity.

Variables in this construct were considered

important to the ethos o f the school. While not addressing instruction directly, school
environment often reflected the morale o f the staff and students o f the school and thus,
school outcomes.

In the area o f school environment, all three variables showed

a

significant difference at the .05 level o f significance.
Instructional leadership consisted

o f the variables o f supervision and

evaluation, educational expertise, staff development, and curriculum.

These four

variables dealt most directly with instruction and were often cited as the most
important.

The results o f the total group did not show a significant difference in

supervision and evaluation between the two groups o f principals. The variables o f
educational expertise, staff development, and curriculum showed a consistent
difference between the two groups o f principals at the .05 level o f significance. The
results o f these tests are displayed in Table 4-15.
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Table 4-15
T-lest Results Comparing Principal Behavior for
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Variable

ACHV.

N

Resource Management

H

School Management
2.9
218
22.12

L

117

20.85

4.4

H

216

13.00

3.1

L

116

12.19

2.1

H

212

25.58

4.4

L

116

23.87

6.0

H

School Environment
21.88
3.4
216

L

118

20.88

4.3

H

213

17.17

3.6

L

119

15.48

4.4

H

215

18.41

2.5

L

119

17.28

3.3

Personnel Management

Decision-making

Communication

Interpersonal Behavior

Professional Integrity

Supervision and
Evaluation

Educational Expertise

Staff Development

Curriculum

H

Mean

SD

t

df

Prob.>t

2.82

171

.005

2.50

174

.013

2.69

185

.008

2.16

196

.032

3.57

207

.000

3.25

191

.001

1.81

320

.071

2.84

179

.005

2.65

168

.009

2.70

188

.008

Instructional Leadership
3.4
210
17.10

L

112

16.38

3.6

H

216

22.19

3.2

L

115

20.89

4.4

H

217

22.46

2.7

L

118

21.31

4.3

H

212

17.51

2.70

L

114

16.51

3.46
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Analysis bv Socioeconomic Groups
Principal behavior was also compared in socioeconomic (SES) groups as they
related to achievement. The high socioeconomic group contained all high-achieving
schools and the low socioeconomic group contained all low-achieving schools. The
middle socioeconomic group had both high-achieving and low-achieving schools.
Socioeconomic information was gathered from the percentage o f students on
free lunch at each school. The percent o f students on free lunch ranged from 3 percent
to 61 percent and was used to measure socioeconomic level.

In addition to the

continuous percentages, the schools were grouped

into three categories o f

socioeconomic level to form school clusters for analysis.

In the low SES group, four

schools were also classified as low-achieving. In the high SES group, six schools were
also classified as high achieving. In the middle SES group, two schools were classified
as low-achieving and three schools were classified as high-achieving (Table 4-16).
The middle socioeconomic cluster had both high-achieving and low-achieving schools.
In the high and low socioeconomic groups, school achievement matched the
socioeconomic level, thus it was difficult to discern the relationship o f the principal’s
behavior.

Teachers’ perceptions o f the principal’s behavior related to student

achievement in the middle socioeconomic group appeared to be independent o f
socioeconomic level. The middle socioeconomic group was analyzed as part o f the
total group, but a separate analysis o f this group was also conducted to investigate
socioeconomic subgroups related to principal behavior and school achievement.
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Tabic 4-16
Socioeconomic School Clusters bv School Achievement

High
Achieving
Low
Achieving

High SES
*0-20 %

Middle SES
21-40%

Low SES
41 - 6 0 %

Total

6

3

0

9

0

2

4

6

4
6
Total
5
15 Schools
* Percent o f students on free lunch. The lower the percent the higher the socioeconomic level.

Relationships

between

high-achieving

and

low-achieving

schools

in

socioeconomic subgroups showed differences in resource management and decision
making as shown in Table 4-17. Personnel management also showed a difference
which was accounted for between the low and high groups, and the low and middle
groups.

The most significant difference was interpersonal behavior with a .000

probability o f F with differences between low and high socioeconomic groups and low
and middle socioeconomic groups. There was no significant difference among
socioeconomic groups in the variables o f communication, professional integrity,
supervision and evaluation, education expertise, staff development, and curriculum.

Analysis bv Principal Sex
Since socioeconomic levels did not account for all the differences between the
groups, the variable o f principal sex was also investigated with the following results.
Overall comparison shows there was no significant difference in principal behavior
between high-achieving and low-achieving schools with the exception o f resource
management as shown in Table 4-18.
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There was a difference between the male and female principals in the highachieving and low-achieving subgroups. In high-achieving schools, female principals
were perceived as having strengths in educational expertise, and possibly professional
integrity and supervision and evaluation (Table 4-19).

There was a significant

difference between teacher perceptions o f male and female principal behavior in lowachieving schools as shown in Table 4-20.

There was a difference at the .05 level

o f significance in professional integrity, supervision and evaluation, educational
expertise, and curriculum. There was even a more significant difference in resource
management,

personnel

management,

decision-making,

communication,

and

interpersonal behavior. There was no difference in the variable o f staff development.
Principal sex was investigated as a separate variable and compared teachers’
perceptions o f male behavior in high-achieving and low-achieving schools and female
behavior in high-achieving and low-achieving schools. Teachers did not perceive any
difference in male principal behavior in high-achieving or low-achieving schools shown
in Table 4-21.

There were significant differences between perceptions o f female

principal behavior in high-achieving and low-achieving schools (Table 4-22). All ten
o f the variables were significant at the .05 level. It appeared that female principals in
low-achieving schools either behaved significantly different, or were perceived by
teachers as behaving differently.
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Table 4-17
Teachers’ Perceptions o f Principal Behavior by
Socioeconomic Groups in Ail Schools

Resource Management
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

82

20.72

4.2

Middle

112

21.78

3.7

F

Prob.>F

4.41

.013

141
22.16
2.8
High
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and High

Personnel Management
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

82

12.00

3.1

Middle

112

13.00

2.6

F

Prob.>F

4.48

.012

12.90
138
2.0
High
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and Middle; and
Low and High

Decision-making
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

82

23.62

5.8

Middle

110

25.37

5.5

F

Prob.>F

3.91

.021

136
25.46
4.1
High
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and High
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Table 4-17 cont’d
Teachers’ Perceptions of Principal Behavior by
Socioeconomic Groups in All Schools

Communication
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

84

20.88

4.1

Middle

112

21.80

4.1

F

Prob.>F

1.66

.192

High
138
21.70
3.2
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None

Interpersonal Behavior
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

85

15.08

4.4

Middle

112

17.23

3.8

F

Prob.>F

8.36

.000

135
3.8
High
16.95
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level Low and Middle; and
Low and High

Professional Integrity
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

84

17.39

3.1

Middle

113

18.16

3.1

F

Prob.>F

2.66

.071

137
18.26
High
2.5
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None
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Table 4-17 conl’d
Teachers’ Perceptions o f Principal Beha\dor by
Socioeconomic Groups in All Schools
Supervision and Evaluation
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

82

16.40

3.3

Middle

106

17.15

3.5

F

Prob.>F

1.10

.336

16.89
3.5
High
134
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None
Educational Expertise
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

81

20.93

3.7

Middle

111

22.04

4.2

F

Prob.>F

2.60

.076

139
High
21.96
3.1
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None
Staff Development
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

84

21.61

3.7

Middle

112

21.94

4.0

F

Prob.>F

1.60

.204

139
2.6
High
22.42
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None
Curriculum
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

81

16.48

3.2

Middle

110

17.29

3.3

F

Prob.>F

2.88

.058

135
17.47
2.59
High
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None
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Tabic 4-18
Teachers’ Perceptions o f Principal Behavior
by Principal Sex in All Schools
Variable

Resource Management

Personnel Management

Decision-making

Communication

Interpersonal Beha\aor

Professional Integrity

Supervision and
Evaluation

Educational Expertise

Staff Development

Curriculum

PSEX

N

M

School Management
22.29
165
3.2

F

170

21.08

3.8

M

163

12.88

2.3

F

169

12.55

2.7

M

160

25.41

4.6

F

168

24.56

5.5

M

School Environment
21.83
3.6
163

F

171

21.23

3.9

M

160

16.79

3.9

F

172

16.36

4.1

M

163

17.94

2.9

F

171

18.07

2.9

M

Mean

SD

t

df

Prob.>t

3.17

326

.002

1.19

322

.236

1.51

320

.131

1.44

332

.150

.97

330

.332

- . 40

332

.690

- . 18

320

.853

- . 02

329

.985

.10

333

.918

.71

324

.479

Instructional Leadership
156
16.81
3.5

F

166

16.89

3.5

M

163

21.74

3.8

F

168

21.75

3.6

M

164

22.07

3.5

F

171

22.04

3.3

M

158

17.28

3.0

F

168

17.05

3.1
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Table 4-19
Teachers’ Perceptions of Principal Behavior by Ehincipal Sex
in High-Achieving Schools
Variable

PSEX

N

Resource Management

M

School Management
22.27
2.5
102

F

116

22.00

3.2

M

100

12.67

2.0

F

116

13.27

2.2

M

99

25.19

4.0

F

113

25.91

4.8

M

School Environment
100
21.62
3.2

F

116

22.10

3.5

M

97

16.56

4.0

F

116

17.69

3.2

M

99

17.96

2.7

F

116

18.80

2.3

Personnel Management

Decision-making

Communication

Interpersonal Behavior

Professional Integrity

Supervision and
Evaluation

Educational Expertise

Staff Development

Curriculum

M

Mean

SD

t

df

Prob.>t

.69

213

.494

-2 .0 9

214

.037

- 1.18

210

.240

- 1.03

214

.305

-2 .25

185

025

-2.51

213

.013

-2 .4 9

208

.014

-2.89

214

.004

- 1.54

215

.124

- 1.64

210

.103

Instructional Leadership
97
16.49
3.6

F

113

17.64

3.2

M

101

21.55

3.3

F

115

22.77

3.0

M

101

22.16

2.7

F

116

22.72

2.7

M

97

17.19

2.7

F

115

17.79

2.6

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

98

Table 4-20
Teachers’ Perceptions o f Principal Behavior by Principal Sex
in Low-Achieving Schools
Mean

SD

Variable

PSEX

N

Resource Management

M

School Management
22.33
4.1
63

F

54

19.11

4.2

M

63

13.21

2.6

F

53

10.98

3.2

M

61

25.75

5.4

F

55

21.78

5.9

M

School Environment
22.16
63
4.1

F

55

19.42

4.2

M

63

17.14

3.7

F

56

13.61

4.5

M

64

17.92

3.1

F

55

16.53

3.5

Personnel Management

Decision-making

Commiuiication

Interpersonal Behavior

Professional Integrity

Supervision and
Evaluation

Educational Expertise

Staff Development

Curriculum

M

t

df

Prob.>t

4.21

115

.000

4.13

114

.000

3.77

114

.000

3.60

116

.000

4.74

117

.000

2.31

117

.022

3.21

110

.002

3.21

113

.002

1.72

116

.088

3.22

112

.002

Instructional Leadership
59
17.36
3.3

F

53

15.28

3.5

M

62

22.05

4.5

F

53

19.53

3.8

M

63

21.94

4.5

F

55

20.58

3.9

M

61

17.44

3.4

F

53

15.43

3.3
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Table 4-21
Teachers’ Perceptions of Male Principal Behavior in
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Variable

ACHV

N

Resource Management

H

School Management
22.27
2.5
102

L

63

22.33

4.1

H

100

12.67

2.0

L

63

13.21

2.6

H

99

25.19

4.0

L

61

25.75

5.4

H

School Environment
100
21.62
3.2

L

63

22.16

4.1

H

97

16.56

4.0

L

63

17.14

3.7

H

99

17.96

2.7

L

64

17.92

3.1

Personnel Management

Decision-making

Communication

Interpersonal Behavior

Professional Integrity

Supervision and
Evaluation

Educational Expertise

Staff Development

Curriculum

H

Mean

SD

t

df

Prob.>t

-.1 2

91

.904

- 1.40

109

.165

-.7 0

100

.486

-.8 9

109

.376

-.9 4

158

.349

.08

161

.935

- 1.52

154

.130

-.7 7

100

.446

.35

89

.725

-.53

156

.600

Instructional Leadership
97
16.49
3.6

L

59

17.36

3.3

H

101

21.55

3.3

L

62

22.05

4.5

H

101

22.16

2.7

L

63

21.94

4.5

H

97

17.19

2.7

L

61

17.44

3.4
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Table 4-22
Teachers’ Perceptions of Female Principal Behavior in
High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Variable

ACHV

N

Resource Management

H

School Management
22.00
116
3.2

L

54

19.11

4.2

H

116

13.27

2.2

L

53

10.98

3.2

H

113

25.91

4.8

L

55

21.78

5.9

H

School Environment
116
22.10
3.5

L

55

19.42

4.2

H

116

17.69

3.2

L

56

13.61

4.5

H

116

18.80

2.3

L

55

16.53

3.5

Personnel Management

Decision-making

Communication

Interpersonal Behavior

Professional Integrity

Supervision and
Evaluation

Educational Expertise

Staff Development

Curriculum

H

Mean

SD

t

df

Prob.>t

4.47

83

.000

4.71

74

.000

4.51

89

.000

4.36

169

.000

6.12

84

.000

4.46

77

.000

4.31

164

.000

5.49

83

.000

3.65

79

.000

4.98

166

.000

Instructional Leadership
113
17.64
3.2

L

53

15.28

3.5

H

115

22.77

3.0

L

53

19.53

3.8

H

116

22.72

2.7

L

55

20.58

3.9

H

115

17.79

2.6

L

53

15.43

3.3

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

101

Analysis o f Means
In all o f the analyses by individual variable and by subgroups, there were
questions raised about the nature o f the differences. It was disturbing to note actual
differences in means were only one to two points apart as shown in Table 4-23. The
ten variables and their symbols were; Resource Management (RM), Personnel
Management (PM), Decision-making (DM), Communication (COM), Interpersonal
Behavior (IB), Professional Integrity (PI), Supervision and Evaluation (SE),
Educational Expertise (EE), Staff Development (SD), and Curriculum (CUR).

Table 4-23
Means o f High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools by Variables of Principal Behavior

All

RM

PM

DM

COM

IB

PI

SE

EE

SD

CUR

H

22.12

13.00

25.58

21.88

17.17

18.41

17.10

22.19

22.46

17.51

L

20.85

12.19

23.87

20.88

15.48

17.28

16.38

20.89

21.31

16.51

1.27

.81

1.00

1.69

1.13

.72

1.30

1.15

1.00

Difference

1.71

Thus, it was necessary to look at various subgroups and the descriptive data o f
their respective scores to show the true intricacies and complexities o f principal
behavior and how they were perceived by teachers. The first set o f means investigated
was the actual mean for each variable o f principal behavior in all o f the schools. A
point spread o f as much as ten points on the variable o f decision-making shows there
was a wider variance than reflected in the original means. The range and differences
more clearly picture the variance among schools. The range o f means o f actual scores
and their corresponding differences are presented in Table 4-24.

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

102

Table 4-24
School Means, Range, and Difference Between Range Means by Variables o f Principal Behavior
RM

PM

DM

COM

IB

PI

SE

EE

SD

CUR

Total 15
school means

21.68

12.71

24.97

21.52

16.57

18.01

16.85

21.74

22.05

17.16

Range o f
school means

17.64
23.82

8.92
13.94

17.38
27.68

16.29
23.66

10.57
19.00

14.21
19.57

13.31
18.65

17.58
23.61

17.14
23.55

14.38
18.52

Difference

6.18

5.02

10.30

7.37

8.43

5.36

5.34

6.03

.6.41

4.14

The comparison o f scale scores showed interpersonal behavior had the greatest
variance depicted in Table 4-25. The list o f all 15 schools and individual means for
each variable o f principal behavior is in Appendix F. The one to two point difference
on the five point scale score reflected more o f a difference than one or two points on a
25 point scale.
Tabic 4-25
Means o f Scale Scores, Range, and Difference Between Range Means by Variables o f Principal Behavior
RM

PM

DM

COM

IB

PI

SE

EE

SD

CUR

School scale *
mean

4.35

4.24

4.16

4.30

4.14

4.50

4.21

4.35

4.41

4.29

Range o f scale
means

3.53
476

2.97
4.65

2.90

ML

3.26
473

2.64
475

3.55
4.89

3.33
4.66

3.52
4.72

3.48
4.71

3.60
4.63

1.47
1.71
Difference
1.23
1.68
* Mean based on 5 point scale in questionnaire

2.11

1.34

1.33

1.20

1.23

1.03

The second set o f means investigated was the actual mean for each variable o f
principal behavior by socioeconomic groups.

If achievement related only to socio

economic level and not to principal behavior there would have been a pattern o f
decreasing means from the high socioeconomic group to the middle socioeconomic
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group and finally to the low socioeconomic group. A decreasing pattern o f means
existed fi-om high to low groups, but in the middle group (which contained both highachieving and low-achieving groups) the pattern changed.

In the variables o f

personnel management, communication, interpersonal behavior, and supervision and
evaluation, the middle socioeconomic group had a higher mean score than the high
socioeconomic group as shown in Table 4-26. This indicated socioeconomic level was
not the only determinant o f the variance.

Tabic 4-26
Means o f High. Middle, and Low Socioeconomic Groups by Variables o f Principal Behavior
RM

PM

DM

COM

IB

PI

SE

EE

SD

CUR

High SES

22.16

12.90

25.46

21.70

16.95

18.26

16.89

21.95

22.42

17.47

Middles SES

21.78

13.00

25.37

21.80

17.23

18.16

17.15

22.05

21.94

17.29

Low SES

20.72

12.00

23.62

20.88

15.08

17.39

16.40

20.94

21.61

16.48

The third set o f means investigated was the actual mean for each variable by
principal sex in all schools, high-achieving schools, and low-achieving schools shown
in Table 4-27.

In comparing principal sex, there were differences which accounted

for some o f the variance.

The differences between the means o f male and female

principals in all schools and in high-achieving schools was minimal.

In low-achieving

schools, the difference in the means between male and female principals was from one
to four points compared to one point or less between male and female principals in the
other two sets o f schools.

It appeared female principals in low-achieving schools

either behaved differently or need to overcome perceptions o f their behavior in low-
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achieving schools.

Even though male counterparts were perceived as having more

effective behaviors in low-achieving schools, it did not appear to influence school
achievement.
Tabic 4-27
Comparisons o f Means Related to Principal Sex and Achievement by Variables o f Principal Behavior
RM

PM

DM

COM

IB

PI

SE

EE

SD

CUR

All Schools
Male

22.29

12.88

25.41

21.83

16.79

17.94

16.81

21.74

22.07

17.28

Female

21.08

12.55

24.56

21.23

16.36

18.07

16.89

21.75

22.04

17.05

1.21

.33

.85

.60

.43

- .13

- .08

.03

.03

Difference

.23

Low-Achieving Schools
Male

22.33

13.21

25.75

22.16

17.14

17.92

19.36

22.05

21.94

17.44

Female

19.11

10.98

21.78

19.42

13.61

16.53

15.28

19.53

20.58

15.43

Difference

3.12

2.23

3.97

2.74

3.53

1.39

4.08

2.52

1.36

2.01

High-Achieving Schools
Male

22.27

12.67

25.19

21.62

16.56

17.96

16.49

21.55

22.16

17.19

Female

22.00

13.27

25.91

22.10

17.69

18.80

17.46

22.77

22.72

17.79

.27

- .60

- .72

- .48

- 1.13

- .84

- .97

1.22

.56

- .60

Difference

Other Variables Related to Principal Behavior
A series o f correlation charts identified relationships between achievement and
other variables. There was also an interrelationship between some o f these variables
and the variables o f principal behavior.

The variables o f resource management,

interpersonal behavior, professional integrity, educational expertise, staff development
and curriculum were identified in t-tests comparing schools by achievement, principal
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sex and socioeconomic level.

The correlation chart below showed the relationship

between achievement, socioeconomic level, principal sex, and the ten variables of
principal behavior in Table 4-28.
Table 4-28
Correlations o f Achievement. Socioeconomic Level. Principal Se.\. and
Variables o f Principal Behavior

ACHV
SES
PSEX

ACHV

SES

PSEX

RM

PM

DM

1.000

.7956**
1.000

.0810
-.1716*
1.000

.1681*
.0826
-.1738*

.1358
.0536
-.0717

.1342
.0042
-.0741

COM

IB

PI

SE

EE

SD

.0985
-.0074
.0091

.1886*
.0582
-.0192

.1528*
.0324
-.0060

.1249
ACHV
.0068
SES
-.0733
PSEX
N o f cases: 300 2-tailed Signif:

.1768*
.0896
-.0527
* - .01 *♦

.1720*
.0477
.0210
- .001

CUR
.1638*
.0567
-.0508

Another set o f correlations was done to investigate the relationships among
achievement, principal sex, socioeconomic level, teacher sex, principals’ years
experience, and teachers’ years experience.

There was a significant relationship

between principal sex, socioeconomic level, and principals’ total experience,
experience in the district, and experience in the same school. There was a significant
relationship between achievement and socioeconomic level, principals’ experience in
the school, teachers’ experience in the district and in the same school. Socioeconomic
level also related significantly to principals’ total years experience, experience in the
district, and experience in the same school as shown in Table 4-29. Based on these
relationships, the years o f experience o f the principals, and the years o f experience of

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

106

the teachers were investigated to see if patterns emerged based on these variables
apart from achievement and socioeconomic levels o f the schools.
Table 4-29
Correlations Between Principal Sex. Achievement, Socioeconomic Level. Teacher Sex and
Years Experience o f the Teacher and Years Experience o f the Principal
Correlations:
PSEX

PSEX

ACHV

1.0000

.0588
1.0000

ACHV

SES

TSEX

PYRSTOT

PYRSDIST

-.3374**

.0472

-.2227**

-.1604*

.8112**

.0572

1.0000

SES
TSEX

Correlations:
PSEX

.0419
1.0000

PYRSSCH
.1989**

TYRSTOT
.0074

TYRSDIST
-.0504

.1149
.4190**
-.0362

.0924

.0048

SES

.2175**

-.0403

.0872

.0823

TSEX

.0172

.0781

.0932

.0849

.1415*

.3149**
-.0572

TYRSSCH

.3610**

ACHV

.0775

.2319**

N o f cases: 337 2-tailcd Signif: * - .0 1 * * -.0 0 1

Years Experience o f the Principal as a Variable
The principals’ years experience between high-achieving and low-achieving
schools was significant only in the number of years at the school (Table 4-30).

The

mean total years as principal and as principal in the district was within one year and
was not statistically significant.
When male and females were compared in years experience in Table 4-31,
there was a significant difference between them in the total years experience as a
principal and years as principal in the district. Male principals had tw o to three years
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more experience; however, the female group o f principals had more years as principal
at the same school.
Table 4-30
Comparison o f Principals’ Years Experience by Achievement
Variable

Achv.

N

Mean

SD

Total years as principal

H

219

11.56

6.1

L

120

10.06

6.6

H

219

10.41

5.4

L

120

9.39

7.1

H

219

6.21

2.3

L

120

4.59

1.3

Years as principal in district

Years as principal in school

t

df

Prob.>t

2.12

337

.035

1.36

197

.175

8.37

337

.000

A comparison o f principal sex and years experience in low-achieving schools
showed significant differences.

In low-achieving schools, male principals had from

five to seven years more total experience as a principal and as a principal in the district
than female principals. There was no difference between male and female principals in
the years experience in the same school.
A comparison o f principal sex and years experience in high-achieving schools
showed some differences.

In high-achieving schools male principals and female

principals had no difference in total years experience as a principal and years
experience in the district. There was one year difference at the school level which was
statistically significant but reflected an actual difference o f less than one year.
When principals’ years experience was compared among socioeconomic
groups in all schools, there were significant differences in total years experience, years
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in the district, and years at the school shown in Table 4-32.

The differences were

between the low and high socioeconomic groups and the low and middle
socioeconomic groups. There was no significant difference between the middle and
high socioeconomic groups. When principals’ years experience was compared between
low-achieving and high-achieving schools, the following differences were found as
shown in Table 4-33.

There was six years difference between the low and middle

socioeconomic groups in years as principal in the district.

There was no variance in

the middle socioeconomic group so a comparison could not be made for years as
principal at the same school.

In low-achieving schools, there was eight years

difference in total years experience between principals in the middle socioeconomic
group and the low socioeconomic group.

Between the middle and high

socioeconomic groups for high-achieving schools, there was seven years difference in
total years as a principal and six years difference as principal in the district.

Both o f

these differences were significant. There was; however, virtually no difference in the
number o f years as principal in the same school between these two socioeconomic
groups in high-achieving schools.
A comparison was made between male and female principals in socioeconomic
groups in Table 4-33.

There was a significant difference in middle and high

socioeconomic groups in years experience as a principal.

In the

middle

socioeconomic group, male principals had eight years more total years experience and
six years more experience as principal in the district. There was no variance in years
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as principal in the same school.

In the high socioeconomic group, female principals

had more total years o f experience, more years experience as a principal in the district,
and more years as principal in the same school than male principals.

In the low

socioeconomic group, there was no basis for comparison because there was only one
male principal in that group. The female principals in the low socioeconomic group
had a mean o f 6.64 total years experience, 6.64 years experience in the district, and
4.85 years in the same school which was lower than years o f experience for female
principals in the high socioeconomic group.

The most experienced group o f male

principals was in the middle socioeconomic schools while the most experienced group
o f female principals was in the high socioeconomic group.

Years Experience as a Teacher as a Variable
The years o f experience o f the teachers were also investigated to see if patterns
emerged based on these variables apart from achievement and socioeconomic levels of
the schools.

A comparison o f teachers’ experience in high-achieving and low-

achieving schools is shown in Table 4-35.

There was a significant difference in the

number o f years the teacher spent in the school.

Teachers in high-achieving schools

spent, on the average, almost twice as long at their school. This supported the
conventional wisdom that turnover in low-achieving schools was higher and was
reflected in lower student achievement.
A comparison o f the sex o f the principal was made in all schools, lowachieving schools, and high-achieving schools in Table 4-36. There was no significant
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difference in years o f experience for teachers by sex o f the principal in the total group
o f schools. The only difference was found between male and female principals in lowachieving schools in the number o f years as teacher in the district. Teachers in schools
with male principals had four more years experience in the district than teachers who
worked for female principals..

There was no difference in years o f experience for

teachers between male and female principals in high-achieving schools. There was a
difference in the number o f years teachers had worked in the district between male and
female principals in low-achieving schools.

Additionally, there was no difference in

years o f teacher experience between male and female principals in high-achieving
schools.
In comparing years o f teachers’ experience by socioeconomic groups, there
was no significant difference between the middle and high socioeconomic groups as
shown in Table 4-37. There was a significant difference in the years experience as
teacher in the school between the high and low socioeconomic groups.

There was

even a more distinct difference in the years as teacher at the school between low and
middle socioeconomic groups as well as a difference between the tw o groups in years
experience as teacher in the district.
The results o f comparing years o f teachers’ experience in socioeconomic
groups showed no differences in low-achieving schools (refer to Table 4-38). There
was; however, a significant difference in the number o f years experience in the school
between the middle and the high socioeconomic group.
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The differences between socioeconomic subgroups related to teachers’ years
experience is also visible in the analysis by principal sex. In comparing the years
experience for teachers in the various socioeconomic subgroups for male principals,
there was not a significant difference in any o f the groups. There was a slightly larger
difference in the years o f experience at the school between the high and low
socioeconomic groups, but not significantly different as shown in Table 4-39.
There were differences between socioeconomic subgroups in the analysis o f
teachers’ years experience for female principals. There was a difference between the
low and middle socioeconomic groups regarding years o f experience as a teacher in
the district and at the school. There was also a significant difference in the years at the
school between the middle and the high socioeconomic group depicted in Table 4-40.
The results indicated a significant difference in the years o f experience as a
principal.

Female principals in low-achieving schools had the least amount o f

experience o f any other group o f principals.

Even though male principals in low-

achieving schools were perceived lower than principals, in high-achieving schools, they
were still significantly higher than females in low-achieving schools. The relationship
o f this factor to low student achievement was clearly indicated.
There was also a significant difference in the years o f experience for teachers in
low-achieving

school compared to

teachers in high-achieving

schools.

This

compounded the effect o f having both inexperienced principals and inexperienced
teachers in low-achieving schools.
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Table 4-31
Comparison o f Principals’ Years Experience by Sex o f the Principal
Variable

Psex

N

Mean

SD

t

df

Prob.>t

4.17

319

.000

2.92

292

.004

-3 .7 6

337

.000

6.40

67

.000

4.53

70

.000

-2 .2 6

103

.026

1.23

217

.219

.36

217

.718

-2 .9 5

217

.003

All Schools
Total years as principal

Years as principal in district

Years as principal in school

M

166

12.48

6.8

F

173

9.66

5.6

M

166

11.03

7.0

F

173

9.10

4.8

M

166

5.20

2.0

F

173

6.05

2.2

Low-Achieving Schools
Total years as principal

Years as principal in district

Years as principal in school

M

64

13.05

7.9

F

56

6.64

1.3

M

64

11.80

9.0

F

56

6.64

1.3

M

64

4.36

1.5

56

4.86

.9

F

High-Achieving Schools
Total years as principal

Years as principal in district

Years as principal in school

M

102

12.13

6.1

F

117

11.10

6.2

M

102

10.55

5.5

F

117

10.28

5.5

M

102

5.73

2.1

F

117

6.62

2.4
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Table 4-32
Principals’ Years Experience by Socioeconomic Groups in All Schools
Total Years Experience
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

85

7.79

1.9

Middle

113

9.56

7.0

F

Prob.>F

38.57

.000

High
141
14.19
6.1
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and High;
Middle and High
Years Experience in District
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low-

85

7.79

1.9

Middle

113

8.85

7.4

F

Prob.>F

20.38

.000

High
141
12.37
5.8
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and High;
Middle and High
Years Experience in the School
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

85

5.25

0.9

Middle

113

5.10

2.5

F

Prob.>F

12.38

.000

High
2.14
141
6.29
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and High;
Middle and High
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Table 4-33
Comparison o f Principals’ Years Experience in Low-Achieving and
High-Achieving Schools by Socioeconomic Groups *
Variable

Psex

Total years as principal

L

Years as principal in district

Years as principal in school

Total years as principal

Years as principal in district

Years as principal in school

N

Mean

SD

df

Prob.>t

-4.55

35

.000

-2.69

35

O il

- 13.20

179

.000

- 10.44

183

.000

Low-Achieving Schools
85
7.79
1.9

M

35

15.57

10.04

L

85

7.79

1.9

M

35

13.29

12.1

L

85

5.25

.89

M

35

3.00

M

t

High-Achieving Schools
78
6.86
1.8

H

141

14.19

6.1

M

78

6.86

1.8

H

141

12.38

5.8

M

78

6.05

2.5

217
.459
-.7 4
H
141
6.29
2.1
* There were no low-achieving schools in the high SES group, and there were no high-achieving
schools in the low SES group. There were high-achieving and low-achieving schools in the middle
SES group.
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Table 4-34
Principals’ Years Experience by Sex o f the Principal in
Socioeconomic Groups *
Variable

Psex

Total years as principal

M

Years as principal in district

Years as principal in school

Total years as principal

Years as principal in district

Years as principal in school

N

Mean

SD

df

Prob.>t

5.10

35

.000

3.14

35

.003

- 12.34

105

.000

-8.47

107

.000

Middle Socioeconomic Group
35
15.57
10.0

F

78

6.86

1.8

M

35

13.29

12.1

F

78

6.86

1.6

M

35

3.00

----

F

78

6.05

2.5

M

t

High Socioeconomic Group
102
6.1
12.13

F

39

19.59

.50

M

102

10.55

5.5

F

39

17.13

3.5

M

102

5.73

2.1

.000
-6.47
96
F
39
7.77
1.5
* There was no variance in the low socioeconomic group because there was only one male principal
for comparison.
Table 4-35
Teachers’ Experience by High-Achievemeni and Low-Achievement in All Schools
Variable

Achv.

N

Mean

SD

Total years as a teacher

H

218

13.30

8.6

L

119

13.21

10.4

H

218

10.41

7.7

L

120

8.13

7.4

H

218

6.04

4.7

L

120

3.96

2.8

Years as teacher in district

Years as teacher in school

df

Prob.>t

.08

207

.934

2.65

336

.008

5.06

334

.000

t
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Table 4-36
Teachers’ Years Experience by Sex o f the Principal
Variable

Psex

N

Mean

SD

t

df

Prob.>t

-.1 4

335

.892

.90

336

.370

- 1.74

309

.083

1.61

117

.111

3.16

115

.002

.63

118

.530

- 1.61

216

.109

-.81

216

.418

-1.96

210

.051

All Schools
Total years as a teacher

Years as teacher in district

Years as teacher in school

M

165

13.20

9.0

F

172

13.34

9.6

M

166

10.00

7.8

F

172

9.23

7.6

M

166

4.89

3.5

F

172

5.69

4.9

Low-Achieving Schools
Total years as a teacher

Years as teacher in district

Years as teacher in school

M

63

14.65

10.0

F

56

11.59

10.8

M

64

10.02

8.0

F

56

5.96

6.0

M

64

4.11

2.5

F

56

3.79

3.2

High-Achieving Schools
Total years as a teacher

Years as teacher in district

Years as teacher in school

M

102

12.30

F

116

14.18

8.9

M

102

9.96

7.7

F

116

10.81

7.8

M

102

5.38

3.9

F

116

6.61

8.2

5.3
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Table 4-37
Teachers’ Years Experience by Socioeconomic Groups
Teachers’ Years Total Experience
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

85

12.75

10.8

Middle

111

14.97

8.8

F

Prob.>F

2.89

.057

High
141
8.53
12.24
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None

Teachers’ Years Experience in District
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

85

7.60

7.4

Middle

112

11.02

7.6

F

Prob.>F

4.92

.007

7.7
High
141
9.68
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and Middle

Teachers’ Years Experience in the School
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

85

3.93

2.7

Middle

112

6.53

5.5

F

Prob.>F

9.56

.000

High
141
5.15
3.7
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and Middle;
Low and High
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Table 4-38
Teachers’ Years Experience by Socioeconomic Groups in
Low-Achieving and High-Achieving Schools
Variable

SES

N

Mean

SD

t

df

Prob.>t

-.7 5

117

.452

- 1.21

118

.227

-.1 8

111

.861

2.49

216

.014

1.91

216

.058

3.38

108

.001

Low-Achieving Schools
Total years as a teacher

Years as teacher in district

Years as teacher in school

L

85

12.75

10.8

M

34

14.35

9.5

L

85

7.60

7.4

M

35

9.40

7.4

L

85

3.93

2.7

M

35

4.03

3.0

High-Achieving Schools
Total years as a teacher

Years as teacher in district

Years as teacher in school

M

77

15.25

8.5

H

141

12.24

8.5

M

77

11.75

7.6

H

141

9.68

7.7

M

77

7.66

5.9

H

141

5.15

3.7
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Table 4-39
Teachers’ Experience by Socioeconomic Groups for Male Principals
Teachers’ Years Total Experience
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

29

15.00

10.7

Middle

34

14.35

9.5

F

Prob.>F

1.38

.256

102
12.30
8.2
High
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None

Teachers’ Years Experience in District
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

29

10.76

8.7

Middle

35

9.40

7.4

F

Prob.>F

.2407

.786

102
9.96
7.7
High
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None

Teachers’ Years Experience in the School
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

29

4.21

1.6

Middle

35

4.03

3.0

F

Prob.>F

2.72

.069

102
5.38
3.9
High
_
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None
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Table 4-40
Teachers’ Experience by Socioeconomic Groups for Female Principals
Teachers’ Years Total Experience
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

56

11.59

10.8

Middle

77

15.25

8.5

F

Prob.>F

2.84

.061

12.08
39
9.4
High
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None

Teachers’ Years Experience in District
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

56

5.96

6.0

Middle

77

11.75

7.6

F

Prob.>F

10.59

.000

8.95
7.9
39
High
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and Middle

Teachers’ Years Experience in the School
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

56

3.79

3.2

Middle

77

7.66

6.0

F

Prob.>F

13.21

.000

39
4.54
2.8
High
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and Middle;
Middle and High
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The Three Constructs o f Principal Behavior as Variables
Finally, the ten variables were grouped into the three constructs and an analysis
o f each construct was done by each o f the following variables; achievement, sex o f the
principal, and socioeconomic groups.
concepts

for the

The three constructs were used as umbrella

groups of variables and served to classify principal behaviors;

however, they were too broad to use as the only definition or unit for analyzing
principal behavior. There was an advantage to looking at the broader spectrum to see
if the differences were maintained in the larger group o f behaviors. In high-achieving
groups and low-achieving groups there was a difference in all o f the three constructs
which substantiated the differences found in the individual variables.

School

environment showed the most significant difference between the two sets o f schools
shown in Table 4-41.

Table 4-41
Three Constructs o f Principal Behavior by Achievement in All Schools
Variable

Achv.

N

Mean

SD

School Management

H

211

60.82

8.5

L

113

56.89

12.8

H

210

57.44

9.0

L

116

53.77

11.4

H

206

79.46

10.8

L

107

75.35

14.4

School Environment

Instructional Leader

t

df

Prob.>t

2.94

167

.004

3.00

195

.003

2.60

169

.010
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There were no significant differences between male and female principals in the
total group o f schools and in high-achieving schools in the three constructs as shown
in Table 4-42. However, once again there was a significant and consistent difference
between male and female behavior in all three o f the principal behavior constructs in
low-achieving schools. A comparison o f the three constructs by principal sex in lowachieving schools showed an eight to ten point difference in the means o f each o f the
three constructs.
A comparison o f the three constructs in socioeconomic groups showed school
management had the greatest difference with school environment next. Both o f these
differences were between the low and middle groups and the low and high groups.
There was no significant difference among the socioeconomic groups in instructional
leadership (Table 4-43).

Analysis o f means o f the three constructs
The means between high-achieving and low-achieving schools, though
significant were only 3-4 points apart as shown in Table 4-44.

The total possible

scores for the constructs were School Management = 70, School Environment = 65,
and Instructional Leadership = 90. Thus, the three to four point difference did not
reflect the true variance among schools.
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Table 4-42
Three Constructs o f Principal Behavior by Sex o f the Principal
Variable

Psex

N

School Management

M

School Environment

Instructional Leader

School Management

School Environment

Instructional Leader

Mean

SD

158

All Schools
60.69

9.4

F

166

58.28

11.1

M

156

56.60

9.6

F

170

55.71

10.4

M

151

78.34

12.3

F

162

77.78

12.3

M

t

df

Prob.>t

2.10

318

.037

.80

324

.424

.40

311

.687

-.9 7

209

.334

-2.08

208

.039

- 1.93

204

.055

4.33

111

.000

3.99

114

000

2.91

105

.004

High-Achieving Schools
60.20
7.7
98

F

113

61.35

9.2

M

94

56.02

9.3

F

116

58159

8.5

M

95

77.91

10.6

F

111

80.79

10.8

Low-Achieving Schools
School Management

School Environment

Instructional Leader

M

60

61.43

11.7

F

53

51.74

12.0

M

62

57.47

10.0

F

54

49.52

11.5

M

56

79.09

14.9

F

51

71.24

12.8
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Table 4-43
Three Constructs of Principal Behavior by Socioeconomic Groups in All Schools
School Management
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

79

56.24

12.1

Middle

110

60.20

11.4

F

Prob.>F

5.19

.006

High
135
60.70
7.8
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - Low and Middle;
Low and High

School Environment
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

83

53.40

11.0

Middle

111

57.32

10.3

F

Prob.>F

4.30

.014

8.9
132
56.85
High
Pairs o f groups significantly different at tlie .05 level - Low and Middle;
Low and High

Instructional Leadership
SES Group

N

Mean

SD

Low

78

75.87

12.5

Middle

103

78.30

14.2

F

Prob.>F

1.79

.169

10.3
79.15
High
132
Pairs o f groups significantly different at the .05 level - None
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Tabic 4-44
Means o f Constructs o f Principal Behavior by High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
School Achievement

School Management

School Environment

Instructional Leadership

High Achieving

60.82

57.44

79.46

Low Achieving

56.89

53.77

75.35

_______Difference_________________ 3.93___________________3.67____________________ 4.11___________

Therefore, a comparison o f the means o f the constructs provided a more indepth analysis o f the variance in various subgroups. The first set o f means investigated
was the actual mean for each o f the constructs o f principal behavior. The range o f
means o f actual scores, scale scores, and their corresponding differences are presented
in Table 4-45. A point spread o f over 20 points on each o f the constructs shows there
was a wider variance than reflected in the original means. The range and differences
more clearly depict the variance across the spectrum o f schools.
Table 4 4 5
School Means, Range, and Difference Between Range Means by Constructs o f Principal Behavior
_________________________ School Management

School Environment
Total Score Means
56 13

Instructional Leadership

78.05

Total 15 school mean

59.44

Range o f means

4 3 .5 4 -6 5 .4 2

4 1 .0 7 -6 1 .4 5

62.75 - 84.63

Difference

21.88

20.38

21.88

15 School scale * mean

4.25

Range of scale means

3 .1 1 -4 .6 7

School Scale Means
4.25

Difference
1.56
* Mean is based on 5 point scale used in the questionnaire.

4.34

2.93 -4 .7 3

3 .4 9 -4 .7 0

1.80

1.21
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The second set o f means investigated was the actual mean for each construct
by principal sex (Table 4-46).

In comparing principal sex in low-achieving schools,

there were differences which accounted for some o f the variance.

The differences

between the means o f male and female principals in all schools and in high-achieving
schools were minimal.

In low-achieving schools the difference in the means between

male and female principals was between seven and ten points compared to three points
or less between male and female principals in the other two sets o f schools. This data
verifies the consistent finding o f differences in female principal behavior in lowachieving schools.
Table 4-46
Means o f Constructs o f Principal Behavior by Sex o f the Principal
Principal Sex

School Management

School Environment

Instructional Leadership

All Schools
Male

60.67

56.60

78.30

Female

58.28

55.71

77.78

2.39

.89

.52

Difference

High-Achieving Schools
Male

60.20

56.02

77.91

Female

61.35

58.59

80.79

Difference

- 1.15

-2.57

-2 .8 8

Low-Achieving Schools
Male

61.43

57.47

79.09

Female

51.74

48.52

71.24

9.99

8.95

7.85

Difference
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The third set o f means investigated was the actual mean for each construct o f
principal behavior by socioeconomic groups in Table 4-47.

If achievement related

only to socioeconomic level and not to principal behavior, there would have been a
consistent pattern o f means based on socioeconomic level.

This was clearly not the

case. In high-achieving schools, the middle socioeconomic group is virtually the same
as high socioeconomic schools.

However, in the low-achieving schools there is a

slightly higher point difference in the construct o f instructional leadership.

The

principals in low socioeconomic schools appear slightly stronger in instructional
leadership, considered to be a key group o f variables for promoting student
achievement. Clearly this was an indication that socioeconomic level was not the only
determinant o f the variance in the means.
The fourth, and final set o f means that was investigated, was the difference
between male and female principals in the socioeconomic groups shown in Table 4-48.
The difference between teachers’ perceptions o f principal behavior in the low
socioeconomic group shows the greatest variance.

There was caution in the

interpretation o f the difference in the low socioeconomic group because it was based
on one male principal who was rated very highly. However, the low pattern o f female
principal behavior in all o f the analyses, even when combined with other subgroups,
still led to the conclusion that female principals in low-achieving schools behave
differently or are perceived as behaving differently than male principals and female
counterparts in high-achieving schools.
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Table 4-47
Means o f Constructs of Principal Behavior by Socioeconomic Groups
in High-Achieving and Low-Achieving Schools
Socioeconomic Group

School Management

School Environment

Instructional Leadership

High Achieving Schools
56.85

High SES

60.70

Middle SES

6L01

58.44

80.01

Difference

-..31

- 1.59

-.8 6

Middle SES

58.38

Low SES

56.24

53.40

75.87

2.14

1.30

- 1.94

Difference

79.15

Low Achieving Schools
54.70

73.93

Table 4-48
Means o f Constructs o f Principal Behavior High by Principal Sex by Socioeconomic Groups
Principal Sex

School Management

School Environment

Low Socioeconomic Schools
60.62

Instructional Leadership

Male

65.42

Female

51.74

49.52

71.24

Difference

7.68

11.10

13.59

Male

58.38

Female

61.01

58.44

80.01

Difference

-2.63

-3 .7 4

-6.08

Male

60.20

Female

62.03

58.89

82.35

Difference

- 1.83

-2 .8 7

-4 .4 4

Middle Socioeconomic Schools
54.70

High Socioeconomic Schools
56.02

84.83

73.93

77.91
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Summary
The statistical analyses were conducted to answer the research question, “Is
there a difference in principals’ behavior as measured by teacher perceptions, in
schools characterized as more effective and in schools characterized as less effective as
determined by student achievement scores?” Furthermore, the question was restated
for each o f the variables o f principal behavior identified by the researcher, resource
management, personnel management, decision-making, communication, interpersonal
behavior, professional integrity, supervision and evaluation, educational expertise, staff
development, and curriculum. The variables were grouped into three broad constructs
o f principal behavior for classification o f the behaviors in Figure 4-1.
Figure 4-1
Variables o f Principal Behavior

School Management

School Environment

Instructional Leadership

Resource Management

Communication

Supervision /Evaluation

Personnel Management

Interpersonal Behavior

Educational Expertise

Decision-making

Professional Integrity

Staff Development
Curriculum

The overall result was there was a significant difference between principal
behavior in high-achieving and low-achieving schools.

Additional analyses were
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conducted to look at the source o f the variance.

The researcher investigated

relationships between principal sex and socioeconomic level in relationship to
achievement. The years o f experience for principals and teachers were explored as
they related to achievement.
Finally, the variables were grouped into the three constructs, school
management, school environment, and instructional leadership to provide a broader
definition for the results. The findings and conclusions drawn from these results are
presented with recommendations in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter is organized into four sections.

The first section provides a

summary o f the study. The second section presents the major findings in relationship
to the research questions. The third section presents the conclusions. The concluding
section presents recommendations in implications for practice and implications for
further research.

Summary
The purpose of this study was to answer the question, “Is there a difference in
principals’ behavior measured by teacher perceptions in schools characterized as more
effective and in schools characterized as less effective as determined by student
achievement scores?”

The study provided a framework for describing and analyzing

the complexity of the role o f the principal.

It also provided a composite picture of

principal behavior according to teachers’ perceptions in high-achieving and lowachieving schools.
The study compared principal behavior in school management, school
environment, and instructional leadership between two groups o f principals based on
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teacher perceptions as measured on the Principal Behavior Questionnaire (PBQ). The
PBQ is found in Appendix B. The ten variables o f principal behavior are presented in
Figure 5-1.
Figure 5-1
Variables o f Principal Behavior
School Management

School Environment

Instructional Leadership

Resource Management

Communication

Supervision /Evaluation

Personnel Management

Interpersonal Behavior

Educational Expertise

Decision-making

Professional Integrity

Staff Development
Curriculum

Schools used in this study were K - 5 elementary schools in Clark County
School District. Principals were selected from K - 5 elementary principals in the Clark
County School District. The selection was based on student achievement scores
according to the criteria for norm-referenced test scores on the Test o f Cognitive
Skills and Comprehensive Test o f Basic Skills (TCS and CTBS/4) and criterion
referenced test scores on the Criterion Based Assessment Program (CBAP). Schools
with positive residual scores on both sets o f tests for two consecutive years were
classified as high achieving. Schools with negative residual scores on both sets o f tests
for two consecutive years were classified as low achieving.

Principals in the two

groups o f schools had been administrators o f the selected schools for the two-year
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time frame o f the study. The sample consisted o f 339 teachers from 15 schools.

Nine

schools met the criteria on the two assessments and were classified high-achieving
more effective schools. Six schools did not meet the criteria on the two assessments
and were classified low-achieving less effective schools.

Schools that met both

criteria for either high-achieving schools or low-achieving schools were ranked
according to a socioeconomic rating based on the percentage o f low income families in
the school (i.e. students on free and reduced lunch).
The analysis was based on principal behavior as described in effective schools
research and compared the mean scores on the behavior variables o f the two sets o f
principals. The primary analysis compared the principals in high-achieving and lowachieving schools on the ten variables o f principal behavior. A t-test was used to see if
there was a significant difference between the mean responses o f the teachers on the
two sets o f principals. The t-test analysis consisted o f a set o f ten tests, one for each
o f the variables. Additional tests were conducted for principal sex and socioeconomic
levels in relationship to principal behavior and school achievement.

Other variables

affecting the outcomes were years o f experience for the principals and years o f
experience for the teachers.

The researcher conducted a separate analysis o f these

variables related to principal behavior and school achievement.

Findings
1. The overall result was that there was a significant difference at the p>.05 level
between principal behavior in high-achieving and low-achieving schools in the
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variables o f resource management, personnel management, decision
making, communication, interpersonal behavior, professional integrity, educational
expertise, staff development, and curriculum. The variable o f interpersonal
behavior was the most significant w ith a .001 difference between the tw o sets
o f schools.
2. The variable which did not reflect a significant difference in principals’ behavior
between high-achieving and low-achieving schools was supervision and evaluation.
Additional analyses were conducted to look at the source o f the variance. The
researcher investigated relationships between principal sex and socioeconomic level in
relationship to principal behavior. The major findings for these groups are presented
here.
3. Male and female principals in high achieving schools did not behave significantly
different.
4. There was a significant difference between male and female principals’ behavior in
low-achieving schools, in that, female principals were significantly lower than male
principals at the .05 level o f significance in ail variables o f principal behavior
except for the variable o f staff development.
5. Male principal behavior did not differ significantly across any o f the subgroups.
6. Female principal behavior in low-achieving schools was significantly lower than
female principals in high-achieving schools in all ten variables o f principal behavior.
The difference between the two groups o f female principals was showed a p.>t
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at the .000 level in all o f the ten variables. This difference was the most significant
o f ail o f the sub-groups that were analyzed.
The number o f years o f experience o f the principals and o f the teachers were
explored as they related to principal behavior. The findings from these investigations
are presented here.
7. Low-achieving schools in the middle and low socioeconomic groups had principals
with less experience at their current school than all other groups o f principals.
8. Female principals in low-achieving schools had the least amount o f experience at
their current school than any other group o f principals.
9. Principals in high-achieving schools, in the middle socioeconomic group, had
the most experience in their current school assignment. There was a high
correlation between principals’ total years o f experience years o f experience at
their current school and achievement.
10. Teachers in low-achieving schools, in the low and middle socioeconomic groups,
also had the least total years’ experience and least years’ experience at
their current school o f all the groups. There was a high correlation between
teachers’ years experience at their current school and achievement.
Finally, the variables were grouped into the three constructs; school
management, school environment, and instructional leadership to provide a broader
definition for the results. The findings are presented here.
11. Significant differences were found in all three constructs o f principal behavior
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between high-achieving and low-achieving schools.
12. Significant differences were found between male and female principals in lowachieving schools, but not in high-achieving schools. Female principals in lowachieving schools scored lower than male principals on all ten variables, but not
in high-achieving schools.
13. Significant differences were found in principal behavior between low and middle
socioeconomic groups and low and high socioeconomic groups in the variables o f
resource management, personnel management, decision-making, and interpersonal
behavior. No such differences were found between middle and high
socioeconomic groups.

Conclusions
Nine o f the ten variables showed significant differences in teachers’ perceptions
o f principal behavior between high-achieving and low-achieving schools at the .05
level o f significance. However, investigation o f the variables o f socioeconomic level,
principal sex, experience o f the principal, and experience o f the teacher showed there
was a complex interrelationship among the variables.
The conclusions are presented for the variables o f principal behavior within the
three constructs. Secondly, the relationship between socioeconomic level and school
achievement is discussed.

The discussion on principal sex highlights the major

findings o f the study related to female principals in low-achieving schools. The last
aspect discussed is the experience o f the principals and teachers.
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In discussing the three constructs, school environment appeared to prom ote
the most difference, instructional leadership was next, and school management was
last. However, there were individual variables within each construct that reflected the
most difference in that construct. The variable o f supervision and evaluation within
the construct o f instructional leadership did not differentiate at all between principals
in high-achieving and low-achieving schools
Within the construct o f school environment, the variables o f interpersonal
behavior and professional integrity were the strongest in differentiating between highand low-achieving schools.

Interpersonal behavior covered personal support o f

teachers, conflict resolution, and promoting respect. Interpersonal behavior o f the
principal in more effective schools was supportive and maintained dignity in
relationships with co-workers by demonstrating respect for people in the school
environment. It appeared to be independent o f socioeconomic level because there was
a difference between the low and middle groups which included both high-achieving
and low-achieving schools.

There was a difference between male and female

principals in low-achieving schools and between female principals in high-achieving
and low-achieving schools.
Interpersonal behavior related to the principals’ interactions and was
surprisingly strong in all the groups.

It appeared that if a principal made

himselFherself available and was sensitive to the needs o f staff, he/she was perceived
as being supportive. This variable also covered the area o f conflict management and it
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showed highly-rated principals maintained an

environment with a prevailing

atmosphere o f mutual respect among students, teachers,

support

staff, and

administrators.
Professional integrity covered support of district and school goals, treating
teachers as professionals, and supporting teachers for enforcing school policies and
procedures. Principals in high-achieving schools were perceived as being consistent in
their beliefs in the workplace and had developed a high level o f trust.

Once again,

professional integrity was a philosophical perception and not a technical skill. Another
way to describe professional integrity was that principals “walked their talk” and were
consistent in their behavior.

It appeared that the teachers in this study put a high

premium on behaviors which promoted a positive and healthy school environment.
The emphasis in these schools was on personal skills rather than technical skills.
In the construct o f instructional leadership, educational expertise, staff
development, and curriculum showed a difference in teachers’ perceptions o f
principals in high-achieving and low-achieving schools.

The characteristics o f a

principal in high-achieving schools, in the variable educational expertise, included
discussing instruction and current trends in education, sharing professional materials
and being perceived as a resource for teachers to turn to.

This skill was more

technical as it involved specific knowledge the principal shared with teachers.
Staff development activities included participating in inservices, involving
teachers in the selection and planning o f inservices, and providing special opportunities
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for staff development for teachers. Very specifically, the principal provided release
time for teachers and encouraged specific staff development opportunities based on
teachers professional interests and goals.

There was a difference in teachers’

perception o f the level o f staff development commitment and support between
principals in high-achieving and low-achieving schools.
Another variable o f instructional leadership, which reflected a difference in the
tw o groups of principals, was monitoring o f the curriculum. Specific activities related
to this variable included a “hands-on” approach to being involved in review and
selection o f curriculum materials, coordination o f curriculum across grade levels, and
specific methods for monitoring implementation o f the curriculum.

This was another

technical skill of the principal which showed a difference.
In the variable o f supervision and evaluation, there was very little difference in
any o f the groups (with the exception o f female principals in low-achieving schools).
A possible explanation for this may be the guidelines and standards provided for
principals in this area.

It appears that behaviors where differences occurred were in

areas where principals had more individual latitude.
In the construct o f school management, resource management was the
strongest variable which showed a consistent significant difference.

Resource

management was demonstrated by principals involving teachers in the budgeting
process, making resources readily available, and supporting teachers’ efforts to acquire
resources above and beyond allocated resources. It correlated with achievement at the
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.05 level, was significantly dififerent between high and low achieving schools, and was
significant between high and low socioeconomic groups. There was also a significant
difference between male and female principals in all schools, male and female
principals in low-achieving schools and between female principals in high-achieving
and low-achieving schools. The issues with resource management were participation
and equity. Even though managing resources was not directly related to instruction, it
appeared to have an effect on teachers. Perhaps teachers felt less constrained by lack
o f materials and resources and were able to devote energies to more productive
instructional activities rather than struggling to locate, acquire, or develop materials.
The concept o f participating in acquisition and allocation o f resources also appeared to
have a positive effect on teachers’ perceptions o f their principals’ support o f their
instructional programs.
The variables o f personnel management and decision-making in the construct
of school management showed a significant difference, but were not as strong as
resource management. Personnel management dealt with the assignment o f personnel
and was an issue o f equity.

Principals in high-achieving schools were perceived as

giving more consideration to personnel abilities and equity in assignments than
principals in low-achieving schools.
Principals in high-achieving schools were perceived by teachers to involve staff
in making decisions, basing decisions on accurate information, and reconsidering
decisions if new information came to light.

The principal’s ability to choose the
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appropriate decision-making strategy was also an issue with teachers.

Involvement

and equity were the recurring themes in this variable, and throughout the construct o f
school management.
The variables of principal behavior were restructured in Table 5-2 to show a
composite picture o f the variables which accounted for differences between highachieving and low-achieving schools.

The constructs are listed in the order that

accounted for the greatest amount o f difference and the variables within in each
construct are listed in the order o f variables that accounted for the greatest amount o f
difference.

Figure 5-2
Variables o f Principal Behavior Which Account
for Differences in High and Low Achieving Schools
Account for Difference________ No Difference_________
School Environment
Interpersonal Behavior
Professional Integrity
Communication_____________________________________
Instructional Leadership
Educational Expertise
Supervision and Evaluation
Staff Development
Curriculum_________________________________________
School Management
Resource Management
Decision-making
Personnel Management______________________________
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Next, there was a strong relationship between achievement and socioeconomic
status. There was a correlation at the .001 level between socioeconomic groups and
achievement.

However, there were also schools in the middle socioeconomic groups

which appeared to be independent o f the influence o f the socioeconomic level.
Socioeconomic level is a reahty related to school achievement that must be addressed
through the selection, assignment, and training o f principals and teachers.
The most unexpected results o f the study were the consistent differences found
for female principals in low-achieving schools. This appeared to be a combination o f
several factors.

First, low-achieving schools were primarily low socioeconomic

schools and the relationship between low SES schools and student achievement still
exists.
Secondly, there was a significant difference in the years o f experience as a
principal.

Female principals in low-achieving schools had the least amount o f

experience o f any other group o f principals. Lack o f experience may be interpreted
that principals were assigned to low-achieving schools to ‘learn the ropes’ or ‘pay
their dues.’ However, male principals in low-achieving schools did not suffer from
low ratings simply by being in low-achieving schools. Even though male principals in
low-achieving schools were perceived lower than principals in high-achieving schools ,
they were still significantly higher than females in low-achieving schools. This strongly
suggests that female principals in low-achieving schools behave significantly different
from all other groups o f principals or are perceived by teachers as behaving differently.
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A pattern o f assigning inexperienced, primarily female, principals to low-achieving
schools was prevalent in this group o f schools. The relationship o f this factor to low
student achievement was clearly established.

It appeared that more experienced

principals were rewarded by being assigned to high-achieving schools and stayed
longer in those assignments.

It may just be this particular group o f principals, but

warrants further investigation.
There was also a significant difference in the years o f experience for teachers in
low-achieving schools compared to teachers in high-achieving schools. The teachers
in low-achieving schools spent half as many years at their current school compared to
teachers in high-achieving schools. This seemed to compound the effect o f having
both inexperienced teachers and principals in the low-achieving schools. It appeared
that many entry-level teachers were hired at low-achieving schools and then
transferred to other assignments creating turnover at the low-achieving schools. This
practice also warrants further investigation.

Recommendations
Implications for Practice
1. There is a need for variables o f principal behavior to be considered in selection o f
principals in high-achieving and low-achieving schools.
2. There is a need for the factors o f gender and administrative experience to be
considered in selection o f principals in high-achieving and low-achieving schools.
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3. There is a need for training programs for principals which take into account
teacher perceptions o f the variables o f principal behaviors identified in the study.
4. There is a need for training principals in strategies for creative management o f
resources in low-achieving schools.
5. There is a need for increasing the autonomy o f all principals in variables where
individual latitude makes a difference.
6. There is a need for incentives for experienced principals to be assigned to, and
retained in low-achieving schools.
7. There is a need for innovative programs for retention o f teachers in low-achieving
schools.

Implications for Further Research
1. Further study should be conducted to see how the variables o f principal behavior
relate to other indices o f principal leadership style and personality types.
2. Further study should be conducted to investigate whether similar relationships
among the variables o f principal behavior and school achievement exist at the
secondary level.
3. Further study should be conducted through replication with a larger sample size.
4. There is a need to collect more data on the differences between male and female
principals related to variables o f principal behavior in low-achieving schools.
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APPENDIX A

CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS
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Characteristics o f Effective Schools
Robinson (1983)
1. High expectations for student performance.
2. Strong instructional leadership.
3. An orderly school climate.
4. An emphasis on basic skills.
5. Careful and continuous monitoring o f student progress.
Ralph and Fennessey (1983)
1. An exemplary school should produce high achievement in basic
academic skills that are not narrowly curriculum specific.
2. An exemplary school should have a record o f high achievement
levels that persist over time.
3. An exemplary school should demonstrate that achievement levels
are consistently high for more than a single grade.
4. An exemplary school should produce achievement gains that are
characteristic o f the whole school, rather than o f individual
classrooms.
5. All o f these properties should still exist even when researchers
control carefully for student background, (p. 690)
Michael Rutter (1979)
1. Outcomes were better in schools where teachers expected the children to
achieve well.
2. Outcomes were better in schools that provided pleasant working conditions
for the pupils.
3. Outcomes were better in schools where immediate, direct praise and
approval were the prevalent means o f classroom feedback.
4. Outcomes were better in schools where teachers presented themselves as
positive role models demonstrating punctuality, concern for the physical
well-being o f the school building, concern for the emotional well-being o f
the pupils, and restraint in the use o f physical punishment.
5. Children's behavior was better in schools where teachers were readily
available to be consulted by children about problems and where many
children consulted with teachers.
6. Outcomes were better in schools where a high proportion o f children held
some kind o f position o f responsibility in the school system.
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7. A school's atmosphere was influenced positively by the degree to which it
functioned as a coherent whole, with agreed ways o f doing things that were
consistent throughout the school and that had the general support o f all
staff members.
Hersh (1982)
1. School-wide academic and social behavior goals were clearly established
and understood by all.
2. Curriculum was closely linked to school-wide goals and individual gradelevel objectives.
3. Teachers checked student progress with frequent classroom tests and
quizzes.
4. Basic rules o f conduct were understood and accepted by all members o f the
school community.
5. Teachers held high expectations not only for students, but for themselves.
6. Students achieved a high rate o f success with learning activities.
7. Teachers chose curriculum materials wisely to ensure that they
matched students' abilities.
8. Teachers relied on a variety o f teaching strategies to help students achieve a
high rate o f success.
9. Teachers and principals cared about students and communicated that
message to parents whenever possible.
10. Principals were strong leaders, but always listened to and acted upon
requests from students, teachers, and parents.
11. Community member were encouraged to participate in and support school
activities.
Colorado Department o f Education
The Colorado Department o f Education's, Indicator's o f Quality Schools is organized
into three interrelated dimensions.

Each o f the dimensions plays a role in the

attainment o f quality educational programs and must be equally strong to preserve the
quality o f an effective school. (1982)
I. Student Outcomes; Achievement and Satisfaction in Learning
A. Congruence among curricular objectives
B. Assessment o f objectives
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n . Leadership; Instructional and Institutional Characteristics
A. Leadership o f the principal
B High achievement expectations o f all students
C. Practices and policies
D. School climate conditions
E. Monitoring and feedback o f student progress
F. Time on task
G. Instructional effectiveness
m . Accountability/Accreditation/Planning Process
A Parent and community involvement in education
B Accountability, accreditation, managing, evaluating, and
planning school improvement

Nevada School Improvement Project
The Nevada School Improvement Project (1986) identifies six correlates o f
effective schools that are used statewide in schools which are involved in the project.
Correlate I. School Learning Climate
Correlate II. Instructional Leadership
Correlate HI. Expectations o f students and staff
Correlate IV. Purposes and goals
Correlate V. Monitoring progress
Correlate VI. Home-School relations
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APPENDIX B

COMPONENTS OF THE PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR
QUESTIONNAIRE (PBQ)
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PRINCIPAL DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
FOR THE
PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE
Dear Principal,
As part o f my doctoral dissertation on principal behavior, I am collecting data
on teachers’ perceptions o f principal behavior. Please fill out the demographic data
below so I will be able to group your teachers’ responses with those of teachers from
schools with like characteristics. The schools in the study will be grouped according
to similar profiles in socioeconomic status and achievement. Thus, no individual or
school will be identified in the study. Thank you for your assistance.

Principal Demographic Data

Male

___

Female

Number o f years total administrative experience as a principal

Number o f years as a principal in this district

Number of years as a principal in this school :
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TEACHER DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FOR THE

PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE
Dear Teacher,
As part o f my doctoral dissertation on effective principal behavior. I am collecting data on
teacher perceptions o f principal behavior. Please fill out the demographic data below so I will be able
to group your responses on the questionnaire with those o f teachers with like charaaeristics. The
schools in the study w ill be grouped according to similar profiles in socioeconomic status and
achievement Thus, no individuals or schools will be identified in the study. Please respond to the
questionnaire according to the directions below . Thank you for your assistance.

Teacher Demographic Data
M ale_______

F em ale________

Number of years total teaching experience : _________
Number of years teaching in this district : __________
Number of years teaching in this school : ___________
Grade or subject currently teaching:
K

1

2

3

Specialist-multiple grades

4

5

Combination grades (classroom)______

Special Education_______

QUESTIONNAIRE
This questionnaire is designed to provide a description o f principal behavior by obtaining your
perceptions based on experience at your school. Please circle the response on the questionnaire which
most accurately describes the behavior o f the principal at the school where you currently teach. All
questions have five (5) possible responses. The response categories for each item are;

1 = Almost never

2 = Seldom

3 = Sometimes

4 = Usually

5 = Almost always
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PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE
The principal o f this school:
1.

Involves teachers in budgeting for instnictional materials and
supplies

2.

Distinguishes between the need for making decisions alone or
involving staff in the process

3.

Offers teachers constructive suggestions in dealing with their
instructional weaknesses

1

2

4. Participates in staff in-service activities

2

3

5

5. Initiates discussions concerning instruction and student
achievement

2

3

5

6. Has a procedure in place for easy access to materials

2

3

5

7. Has interactions with teachers which result in improved
instructional practice

2

3

5

8. Demonstrates willingness to assist teachers with problems

2

3

5

9. Communicates and explains rationale for decisions directly to
those affected

2

3

5

12. Maintains an effective staff development program

2

3

5

13. Demonstrates a commitment to ensure educational excellence is
achieved

2

3

5

14. Allocates teaching materials, supplies, and other resources fairly

2

3

5

15. Is consulted by teachers about instructional concerns

2

3

5

16. Supports school mission and goals

2

3

5

10. Provides staff development opportunities for teachers by
rearranging schedules and providing substitutes
11. Ensures clearly defined objectives for each grade and subject area
are implemented
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The principal of this school:
17. Makes effective use o f school space (classrooms, offices, and other
areas)
18. Is sensitive to the needs o f staff involved in conflict
19. Makes every effort to ensure all decisions are fair and impartial
20. Identifies strengths of teacher instructional practices in written
evaluations
21. Supports teacher efforts to acquire supplementary resources for
his/her classroom
22. Considers the needs o f the organization when making persoimel
assignments
23. Provides opportunity for staff input in the school's m ission and
goals
24. Encourages and supports teachers to be innovative in developing
effective instructional practices
25. Provides the staff with information needed to communicate
precisely with each other
26. Considers the capabilities o f individuals when making personnel
assigrunents
27. Uses group meetings to solve problems, when appropriate

2

3

5

28. Maintains a regular method o f communicating school goals and
activities to staff, students, parents, and community

2

3

5

29. Supports staff when they enforce school policies and procedures

2

3

5

30. Participates actively in the review and/or selection o f curricular
materials

2

3

5

31. Shares professional materials and information with staff

2

3

5

32. Manages conflict effectively

2

3

5

33. Fosters an environment where all members o f the staff work as a
team and exchange ideas and opinions

2

3

5
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The principal of this school:
34. Treats teachers as professionals
35. Makes decisions within an acceptable time frame
36. Promotes an atmosphere o f mutual respect among students,
teachers, support staff, and administrators
37. Considers equity in the distribution and assignment o f work
38. Is recognized by staff as being knowledgeable about instruction

2

39. Sends clear messages when speaking and writing

2

40. Focuses supervision on instructional improvement

2

41. Plans cooperatively with staff to ensure in-service activities are
consistent with school goals

2

42. Demonstrates willingness to re-examine decisions in Ught o f new
information
43. Encourages teachers, working as a team, to coordinate the
instructional program within and across grades
44. Ensures teachers appropriately utilize the curriculum
45. Involves staff in the selection o f staff development activities
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Variable to Item Specification for the
PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE
Section I: School Management
School management is behavior exhibited by the principal that deals with the logistical and
functional aspects o f the school. It includes those activities not directly related to the supervision and
evaluation, or implementation o f instruction but are necessary for the school to exist as an
organization. The three variables in the area o f school management are resource management,
decision-making, and persotmel management.
Resource Management (RM)

The principal of this school:
1. Involves teachers in budgeting for instructional materials
and supplies.(l)
2. Has a procedure in place for easy access to materials (6)

2

5

3. Allocates instructional resources equitably (14)

2

5

4. Supports teacher efforts to acquire supplementary resources
for his/her classroom (21)

2

5

5. Makes effective use o f school space
(classrooms, offices, and other areas) (17)

Decision-making (DM)

The principal of this school:
6.

Distinguishes between the need for making decisions
alone or involving staff in the process (2)

7. Conununicates and explains rationale for
decisions directly to those affected (9)
8. Makes every effort to ensure all decisions are fair
and impartial (19)
9. Uses group meetings to solve problems, when
appropriate (27)
10. Makes decisions within an acceptable time frame (35)
11. Demonstrates willingness to re-examine decisions in
light o f new information (42)
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Personnel Management (PM)

The principal of this school:
12. Considers needs o f the organization when making
personnel assignments (22)
13. Considers the capabihties o f individuals when making
persormel assignments (26)
14. Considers equity in the distribution and assigrunent o f
work (37)

Section H: Facilitating a Good School Envirorunent
Facilitating a good school environment is behavior e.\hibited by the principal that deals with
feelings and perceptions about the school. It includes those activities not directly related to instruction.
but create the ethos o f the school. The three variables in the area o f facilitating a good school
environment are conununication. interpersonal behavior, and professional integrity.
Communication (CM)
The principal o f this school:
15. Provides opportunity (or staff input in the school's mission
and goals (23)

1

2

3

4

5

16. Provides the staff with information needed to
communicate precisely with each other (25)

1

2

3

4

5

17. Maintains a regular method of communicating school goals
and activities to staff, students, parents, and, community (28)

1

2

3

4

5

18. Fosters an envirorunent where all members o f the staff work
as a team an exchange ideas and opinions (33)

1

2

3

4

5

19. Sends clear messages when speaking and writing (39)

1

2

3

4

5

20. Demonstrates willingness to assist teachers with
problems (8)

1

2

3

4

5

21. Is sensitive to the needs o f staff involved in conflict (18)

1

2

3

4

5

22. Manages conflict effectively (32)

1

2

3

4

5

23. Promotes an atmosphere o f mutual respect among students
teachers, support staff, and administrators ( 36)

1

2

3

4

5

Interpersonal Behavior (IB)
The principal o f this school:
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Professional Integrity (PI)

The principal of this school:
24. Demonstrates a commitment to ensure educational
excellence is achieved (13)

1

2

3

4

25. Supports school mission and goals (16)

1

2

3

4

26. Supports staff when they enforce school policies
and procedures (29)

1

2

3

4

3

4

27. Treats teachers as professionals (34)

1

2

Section III: Instructional Leadership
Instructional leadership is behavior exhibited by the principal directed specifically at the
academic purpose or mission o f the school. It includes activities directly related to the supervision.
evaluation, and implementation o f instructiorL The four variables in the area o f instructional leadership
are supervision and evaluation, educational expertise, staff development and curriculum.
Supervision and Evaluation (SE)

The principal of this school:
28. Offers teachers constructive suggestions in
dealing with their instructional weaknesses (3)

1

2

3

4

5

29. Has interactions with teachers which result in
improved instructional practice (7)

1

2

3

4

5

30. Identifies strengths in teacher instructional practices
in written evaluations (20)

1

2

3

4

5

31. Focuses supervision on instructional improvement (40)

1

2

3

4

5

32. Initiates discussions concerning instruction and
student achievement (5)

1

2

3

4

5

33. Is consulted by teachers about instructional concerns (15)

1

2

3

4

5

34. Encourages and supports teachers to be irmovative in
developing effective instructional practices (24)

1

2

3

4

5

35. Shares professional materials and information with
staff (31)

1

2

3

4

5

Educational Expertise:

The principal of this school:
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36. Is recognized by teachers as being knowledgeable
about instruction (38)

1

2

3

4

5

37. Participates in staff in-service activities (4)

1

2

3

4

5

38. Provides staff development opportunities for teachers
by rearranging schedules and providing substitutes (10)

1

2

3

4

5

39. Maintains an eflective staff development program (12)

1

2

3

4

5

40. Plans cooperatively with staff to ensure in-service activities
are consistent with school goals (41)

1

2

3

4

5

42. Ensures clearly defined objectives for each grade and
subject area are implemented (11)

1

2

3

4

5

43. Participates actively in the review and/or selection
o f curricular materials (30)

1

2

3

4

5

44. Encourages teachers, working as a team, to coordinate
the instructional program within and across grades (43)

1

2

3

4

5

45. Ensures teachers appropriately utilize the curriculum (44)

1

2

3

4

5

Staff Development (SD)

The principal of this school:

41. Involves staff in the selection o f staff development
activities (45)
Curriculum (CR)

The principal of this school:

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

159

APPENDIX C

SOURCE INSTRUMENTS FOR THE PRINCIPAL

BEHAVIOR QUESTION
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SOURCE INSTRUMENTS FOR THE
PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE
Diagnostic Inventory o f School Climate. (DISC) University o f Georgia, Bureau o f
Educational
Services, 1987.
Dimensions o f Excellence Scales (DOES), Research for Better Schools, 1990.
Effective Principal Self-Assessment. Denbo & Ross, 1983.
Indicators o f Oualitv Schools. Colorado State Department o f Education, Griswold,
1989.
Nevada School Improvement Project O uestionnaire, Nevada State Department o f
Education, 1990.
Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale. (PIMRS) Hallinger, 1985.
Proficiencies for Principals. National Association o f Elementary School Principals,
1991.
Profile for the Assessment o f Leadership (P A L ), Dekalb County Schools Georgia,
1987 & 1991.
Profile o f a School (POS), Rensis Likert Associates, 1986.
School Assessment Survev (SAS), Research for Better Schools, 1985 (reprinted)
1992.
School Effectiveness Interview (SEI), Villanova, 1986.
School Effectiveness Ouestionnaire (SEOl. Villanova, 1986.
Self-Report Principal Index o f Goal Setting. Hetrick, 1989.
System for Oualitv Schools. Clark County School District, Las Vegas, NV, Rev. 1994.
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APPENDIX D

COVER LETTERS
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Teacher Cover Letter

September 1, 1995
Dear Teacher,
My name is Sylvia Springer, principal at Jim Thorpe Elementary School. 1 am
in the final stages o f gathering data for my doctoral dissertation. Your principal has
agreed to participate in this study and has reviewed the questionnaire. The project has
been approved by the Clark County School District Cooperative Research Committee
and the Division o f Elementary Education.
The study is about teachers’ perceptions of principal behavior. The information
from your school will be used in the final study. All individual questionnaires and data
are confidential. The quality o f data collected will be based on the number o f
responses received. Please take time from your busy schedule to respond to the
questionnaire and return it in the enclosed return envelope.
Sincerely,

Sylvia J. Springer
Enclosures:
Principal Behavior Questionnaire
Return envelope
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ABC Elementary School
Principal
September 1, 1995

Dear Principal,
I would like to thank you, your ofiBce manager, and the staff o f ABC
Elementary School for participating in this study. The following procedures are
designed to create the least amount o f inconvenience for your staff.
Please distribute the materials to each full time certified teacher, including
specialist. However, do not include new hires for the 95-96 school year. Each teacher
receives a colored questionnaire and a self-addressed stamped return envelope to mail
the completed questionnaire to my home. Thus, the oflBce staff does not have to
collect the completed surveys. This also ensures the necessary confidentiality for the
study.
Any left over questionnaires, stamped envelopes, and the principal
demographic form can be mailed back to me in the self-addressed, stamped brown
envelope.
If you have any questions or if you need additional questionnaires, please do
not hesitate to call me.
Sincerely,

Sylvia J. Springer
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APPENDIX E

RANDOM SAMPLE FOR TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF

PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR IN ALL SCHOOLS
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Random Sample for Teachers’ Perceptions of Principal Beha\ior in All Schools
H igh(H )N = 4 5 *
Low(L)N = 45*
Variable

Achv

N

Resource Management

H

School Management
22.67
43
2.5

L

37

20.54

4.5

H

41

13.07

1.8

Personnel Management

Decision-making

Communication

Interpersonal Behavior

Professional Integrit)

Supervision and
Evaluation

Educational Expertise

Staff Development

Curriculum

Mean

SD

L

37

11.78

3.2

H

40

25.93

4.1

L

35

23.03

6.4

H

School En\ironment
40
2.6
22.55

L

36

20.78

4.1

H

41

17.46

3.2

L

37

14.89

4.8

H

41

18.93

1.9

L

36

16.83

3.6

H

t

df

Prob.>t

2.5

54

.014

2.17

57

.034

2.30

56

.025

2.24

58

.029

2.78

61

.007

3.16

52

.003

2.71

69

.008

3.47

56

.001

2.75

51

.008

Instructional Leadership
38
17.47
2.8

L

33

15.39

3.6

H

40

22.85

2.5

L

37

19.97

4.4

H

41

23.17

2.1

L

36

21.06

4.2

H

40

17.98

1.9

54
.001
3.36
L
34
15.94
3.1
* Variations in actual N is a result o f questions within each construct which were not answered by
teachers.
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APPENDIX F

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL MEANS BY VARIABLES OF

PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

167

Individual School Means by Variables o f Principal Behavior
RM

PM

DM

COM

IB

PI

SE

EE

SD

CUR

1

22.93

13.14

26.04

23.04

17.27

18.78

17.46

23.00

22.54

17.93

2

20.57

11.67

22.20

20.19

15.81

17.52

15.81

21.40

20.76

16.62

3

21.13

11.43

22.59

19.18

12.45

15.74

15.18

20.22

20.96

16.65

4

22.04

12.65

24.88

20.96

16.91

17.61

14.86

19.71

21.92

15.40

5

22.19

12.80

24.00

20.93

16.67

18.27

16.79

22.40

22.47

17.67

6

23.04

13.42

26.46

22.38

17.54

18.88

18.00

22.81

23.42

17.64

7

22.27

13.94

27.57

23.39

18.77

19.29

18.23

22.23

23.00

18.23

8

23.82

13.86

27.37

23.66

17.95

19.03

18.45

23.61

23.55

18.46

9

21.65

13.96

27.68

22.52

18.78

19.57

18.65

23.52

23.52

18.52

10

18.67

11.27

22.07

18.57

15.07

15.20

14.46

17.67

17.14

14.23

11

18.35

12.00

24.35

21.44

15.71

17.63

16.12

20.06

21.81

16.25

12

23.00

13.74

26.37

22.50

17.58

18.35

17.71

23.21

22.95

18.10

13

22.77

13.27

26.84

22.77

19.00

19.38

17.85

22.85

23.04

18.23

14

17.64

8.92

17.38

16.29

10.57

14.21

13.31

17.58

18.50

14.38

15
Possible

20.57
25

11.39
15

22.32
30

19.88
25

13.88
20

17.12
20

15.78
20

20.13
25

20.96
25

15.46
20

School
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